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INTRODUCTION 


Not  only  in  Great  Britain  but  also  in  many  parts  of 
the  Mission  Field  the  priests  and  bishops  of  the  Roman 
Church  are  increasingly  zealous  in  propagating  their  faith. 
They  appear  to  have  unlimited  funds  at  their  disposal. 

On  the  11th  February,  1929,  the  “Treaty  of theLateran  ” 
and  a “ Concordat  ” were  signed  by  Cavaliere  Benito 
Mussolini,  as  Plenipotentiary  of  the  King  of  Italy,  and  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  Roman  Church,  as  Plenipoten- 
tiary of  the  Pope.  In  accordance  with  this  Treaty  the 
Pope  waived  all  claim  to  the  exercise  of  temporal  power 
over  the  States  of  the  Church  in  Italy  as  they  existed  be- 
fore 1860 — at  which  date  he  was  deprived  of  them  by  the 
Italian  nation — and  in  return  was  granted  complete  auth- 
ority over  the  “ city  of  the  Vatican,”  territory  comprising 
about  one  square  mile,  and  received  as  compensation  for 
the  loss  of  revenue  the  sum  of  750,000,000  lire  (£8,300,000) 
and  1,000,000,000  lire  (£11,000,000)  in  Italian  State 
bonds  bearing  interest  at  5 per  cent. 

Receiving  this  large  amount  of  money  in  cash,  and 
assured  of  a large  income  to  be  paid  as  interest  on  the 
State  bonds,  Pope  Pius  XI  decided  on  a definite  aggressive 
forward  movement,  with  the  result  that  the  Roman 
Missions  in  all  parts  of  the  world  have  been  strongly  rein- 
forced. In  those  countries  and  districts  where  Protestant 
Missions  have  been  pre-eminently  successful  in  winning  con- 
verts large  forces  of  priests,  monks,  and  nuns  have  arrived  ; 
new  buildings,  schools  and  churches  have  sprung  up  like 
mushrooms  ; and  by  means  of  schools  and  a widespread 
use  of  literature  in  many  vernaculars  Rome  has  attempted 
to  win  converts,  not  from  among  non-Christians,  but  from 
those  who  have  already  acknowledged  Christ,  and  been 
baptized  into  His  Church. 

One  is  well  acquainted  with  the  literature  published  in 
Great  Britain  by  the  various  Catholic  Truth  Societies,  and 


zealously  distributed  among,  Protestants  in  the  hope  of 
gaining  converts.  Many  of  the  booklets  published  are 
written  by  able  men  qualified  to  present  the  case  for  the 
Roman  Church;  the  arguments  for  that  Church  are  strongly 
and  plausibly  put  forward,  and  when  they  are  read  by 
men  not  well  versed  in  the  Scriptures,  the  teaching  of  the 
Fathers  of  the  Early  Church,  and  the  facts  of  history,  they 
may  seem  fairly  convincing.  As  the  writers  of  these  books 
and  pamphlets  are  well  aware  that  any  misstatement  of 
facts  or  extravagant  claim  can  be  easily  refuted  by  refer- 
ence to  Scripture  or  to  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the 
Early  Church,  they  are  generally  discreetly  careful  in  their 
statements,  although  even  in  enlightened  England  many  of 
the  claims  made  for  the  Roman  Church  and  its  doctrine  can 
only  be  described  as  arrogant.  Such  a book  as  J.  Faa  di 
Bruno’s  “ Catholic  Faith,”  although  it  contains  many 
historical  inaccuracies  and  discrepancies,  is  a model  of 
moderation  which  other  Roman  writers  might  well  copy. 
When,  however,  it  comes  to  writing  books  of  instruction 
for  illiterate  Christians  of  the  Mass  Movements  in  the 
Mission  Fields  of  Africa,  India,  China,  and  other  parts, 
the  Roman  Fathers,  supported  by  their  bishops,  frankly  let 
themselves  go  ; their  claims  for  the  Church  of  Rome  are  so 
arrogant,  their  denunciations  of  all  those  clergy  and  minis- 
ters of  religion  who  do  not  render  obedience  to  the  Pope 
are  so  fierce  and  unrestrained,  their  statements  regarding 
the  doctrine  and  teaching  of  those  who  are  not  Roman 
Catholics  are — many  of  them — so  devoid  of  truth,  that  one 
sometimes  wonders  how  they  have  the  audacity  to  publish 
them.  Because  they  are  hidden  away  in  many  vernaculars 
unknown  to  the  majority  of  English  Christians  they  are  not 
exposed  and  refuted  as  they  ought  to  be  ; and  the  Roman 
Fathers,  assisted  by  large  contingents  of  monks,  brothers, 
and  nuns,  and  backed  up  by  their  bishops,  continue  their 
campaign  of  misrepresentation  and  virulent  abuse  ; their 
Catholic  Truth  Societies,  supplied  with  large  sums  of 
money  from  Rome  and  by  gifts  from  the  faithful,  publish 
and  distribute  large  numbers  of  books  and  pamphlets  in 
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every  vernacular,  and  by  these  means  the  Faith  of  the 
Church  of  Rome  is  propagated. 

As  the  majority  of  the  Christians  in  the  Mission  Field 
are  ignorant  of  the  history  of  the  Christian  Church,  and 
hence  are  unable  to  test  many  of  the  statements  made  in 
these  books,  some  of  them  succumb  to  the  specious  teach- 
ing of  the  priests  and  nuns  and,  forsaking  the  Church  of 
their  baptism,  surrender  themselves  to  the  domination  of 
the  Roman  priest,  and  become  docile,  though  very  igno- 
rant members  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

The  Roman  Church,  having  received  £19,000,000 
from  Mussolini,  has  greatly  increased  the  number  of  its 
priests  in  India.  In  the  Punjab  large  reinforcements  of 
Italian  priests  have  arrived,  and  a big  effort  is  being  made 
to  win  over  to  the  Roman  Faith  the  300,000  Indian 
Christians  who  are  not  members  of  the  Roman  Church. 
Two  books,  printed  in  Persian  Urdu,  are  in  the  hands  of 
their  priests  and  catechists,  and  they  contain,  in  an  abbrevi- 
ated form,  the  Roman  Faith  as  it  is  taught  in  India  today. 
As  Rome  is  “ always  the  same,”  and  it  is  her  proud  boast 
that  her  doctrine  is  “ always  the  same,”  the  statements  in 
these  two  books  may  be  taken  as  a fair  sample  of  what  is 
being  taught  in  the  vernaculars,  not  only  of  India,  but 
also  of  Africa  and  China  and  of  other  parts  of  the  world. 

The  title  of  the  first  book  is  “ The  Faith  and  Works 
of  the  True  Christian,”  by  Fr.  Makair,  a Capuchin  Mis- 
sionary the  title  of  the  second  is  “ A Catechism  of 
Christian  Teaching,”  by  Fr.  Vitalis,  O C.  ; both  books 
bear  the  imprimatur  of  and  are  sanctioned  by  the  Roman 
Catholic  Bishop  of  Lahore. 

There  is  a third  book,  called  “ The  Book  of  Catholic 
Worship,”  published  by  the  Catholic  Truth  Society  of 
Lahore,  and  sanctioned  by  the  Bishop,  which  we  shall  also 
quote  as  occasion  arises,  but  these  first  two  are  the  autho- 
rized books  of  instruction  in  the  Roman  Faith,  and  the 
third  is  the  book  of  Prayer  and  Devotion  for  the  Christians 
of  North  India. 
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As  these  three  books  have  been  sanctioned  for  use  by 
the  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  of  Lahore,  we  may  rest  assured 
that  their  statements  regarding  the  doctrines  of  the  Church 
are  correct.  Accordingly,  when  defining  any  dogma  of 
the  Roman  Church,  I have  been  careful  to  use  almost  ex- 
clusively those  statements  made  by  the  authors  of  the 
above-mentioned  books,  although  I have  felt  at  liberty  to 
carry  those  definitions  and  statements  to  their  logical  issue 
in  my  own  words.  An  effort  has  been  made  to  set  out 
honestly  and  deary  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
as  detailed  in  these  three  books,  and  to  compare  them  with 
the  teaching  of  Holy  Scripture  and  of  that  branch  of 
the  Holy  Catholic  Church  known  as  the  Church  of 
England.  For  definitions  of  the  Faith  and  doctrines  of  the 
Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church,  frequent  use  has  been 
made  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  of  that  Church. 

We  have  endeavoured  to  answer  these  books,  and  to 
refute  the  charges  made  in  them,  not  because  we  love 
controversy  and  strife,  but  because  we  love  the  Truth,  and 
the  Truth  is  at  stake.  The  object  in  writing  is  not  to 
obtain  a mere  victory  over  opponents,  but  to  vindicate 
the  Truth.  It  is  because  the  teaching  and  doctrine  set 
forth  in  these  three  books  is  neither  the  doctrine  of  the 
Bible,  nor  the  teaching  of  the  Primitive  Church  that  we 
have  tried  to  expose  its  falsity. 

It  is  well  to  remember,  when  reading  the  astonishing 
statements  and  claims  made  by  the  Roman  clergy  that  it 
is  one  thing,  and  a comparatively  easy  thing,  to  make  an 
outrageous  claim  but  it  is  altogether  another  matter  to 
substantiate  it  and  to  prove  it  to  be  true.  The  writers  of 
these  books  make  many  surprising  claims  for  their  Church, 
but  offer  very  little  proof  to  substantiate  them.  It  is  not 
he  who  shouts  the  loudest  or  boasts  the  most  who  is  the 
most  convincing,  and  these  writers  must  not  expect  edu- 
cated men  to  accept  their  statements  on  their  bare  word. 
Let  them  give  us  satisfactory  proofs  from  Scripture  and 
from  Church  History  and  we  will  gladly  accept  them,  but 
not  otherwise.  “ To  the  Law  and  the  Testimony ; if  they 
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speak  not  according  to  this  word  it  is  because  there  is  no 
light  in  them.” — Is.  viii  : 20. 

We  have  had  to  include  several  chapters  dealing  with 
the  history  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  This  was  necessary 
in  order  to  show  how  various  unscriptural  doctrines  and 
superstitious  practices,  unknown  in  the  Primitive  Catholic 
Church,  have  been  assimilated  by  the  Church  of  Rome, 
and  are  now  part  of  “ that  creed,  which  unless  a man  sin- 
cerely hold  he  cannot  be  saved.” 

We  wish  to  make  it  quite  clear  that  this  book  is  largely 
a compilation  of  other  people’s  thoughts  and  words  ; it 
is  not  the  original  work  of  the  writer.  It  contains  many 
extracts  from  the  books  of  other  men  ; the  writings  of  the 
great  Fathers  of  the  Primitive  Church  have  been  quoted, 
and  although  the  references  have  been  omitted  in  order  to 
save  space,  they  are  all  available.  Over  one  hundred 
books  dealing  with  the  controversy — the  majority  written 
by  Roman  Catholic  authors — have  been  carefully  read  and 
studied,  and  the  utmost  care  has  been  taken  to  be  scru- 
pulously accurate  in  stating  the  doctrines  of  the  Roman 
Church.  The  temptation  to  be  unfair,  to  exaggerate,  or 
to  misquote  has  been  ruthlessly  dealt  with,  and  we  trust 
that  our  Roman  Catholic  readers  will  study  the  Protestant 
position  with  as  open  a mind  as  that  with  which  the 
author  has  tried  to  study  the  doctrine  and  practice  of  the 
Roman  Catholic. 


— W.  P.  HARES. 

P-  •S'  — Four  or  five  days  before  sending  the  type- 
script of  this  book  to  the  printers  an  Italian  priest  accused 
me  of  inventing  the  quotations  from  the  Fathers  which  I had 
inserted  in  my  previous  books  on  the  Roman  controversy. 
If  he  will  pay  a visit  to  St.  John’s  Divinity  College,' 
Lahore,  he  will  find  in  the  library  there  a complete  range 
of  the  writings  of  the  Fathers,  and  in  them  he  will  find 
every  one  of  the  quotations  I have  made.  Not  a single  one 
has  been  “ invented.”  They  will  be  easily  recognized  as 
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genuine  by  those  who  have  studied  the  Fathers,  for  the 
quotations  in  my  earlier  books  and  in  this  one  are  nearly 
all  well  known.  I would  point  out  to  him  that  the  Protes- 
tant position  is  so  strong,  based  as  it  is  on  the  Scriptures, 
the  writings  of  the  Early  Catholic  Fathers,  and  the  decrees 
of  the  ^Ecumenical  Councils,  that  we  have  no  need  to  follow 
the  example  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  which  had  no  scru- 
ples in  using  the  pseudo-Clementine  literature,  the 
spurious  Donation  of  Constantine,  the  forged  Decretals, 
and  other  worthless  material  in  attempting  to  substantiate 
her  false  claims  to  supremacy  and  infallibility.  At  the 
last  moment  I have  included  the  references  of  the  more 
important  quotations. 


CHAPTER  I 


SOME  CLAIMS  OF  THE  CHURCH  OF  ROME 

Among  the  methods  adopted  by  the  Church  of  Rome 
to  win  converts  to  the  Roman  Faith  is  the  widespread  dis- 
tribution of  books  and  pamphlets,  written  by  priests, 
endorsed  by  their  bishops,  and  printed  in  many  languages. 

The  Catholic  Truth  Society  for  India  has  its  head- 
quarters in  Trichinopoly,  and  at  this  centre  a wide  range 
of  books,  some  controversial,  some  apologetic,  dealing  with 
every  aspect  of  the  Roman  Faith,  is  on  sale.  For  North- 
ern India  a Catholic  Truth  Society  has  its  depot  in  Lahore, 
which  supplies  a large  selection  of  books  in  Urdu  and 
Punjabi,  the  vernaculars  of  the  Punjab. 
Roman  Catho-  Two  of  these  books,  printed  in  Persian 
lie  Books  in  Urdu,  one  described  as  “ The  Faith  and 
India.  Works  of  the  True  Christian,”  and  the 

other  “ A Catechism  of  Christian  Teach- 
ing,” contain  so  many  amazing  statements  about  the 
Faith  of  Roman  Catholics  and  that  of  Protestants,  and  the 
writers  make  such  arrogant  claims  for  the  Church  of 
Rome,  that  we  are  constrained  to  examine  them,  and  to 
compare  them  with  the  teaching  of  the  New  Testament, 
and  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the  Early  Church. 
Some  of  the  charges  made  against  the  clergy  of  the  Catho- 
lic Churches,  which  are  not  in  communion  with  the 
Church  of  Rome,  are  so  virulent  and  unrestrained  that  one 
is  amazed  at  reading  them  in  books  which  are  professedly 
Christian.  We  venture  to  think  that  no  priest  would 
dare  to  publish  in  England  the  statements  made  about  the 
clergy  and  lay  members  of  the  Reformed  Churches  in  such 
unrestrained  language  as  is  used  in  these  two  Urdu  books. 

The  Indian  Christian,  unacquainted  with  the  history 
of  the  Early  Church,  and  ignorant  of  the  writings  of  the 
great  Fathers  of  the  Catholic  Church,  is  astonished  when 


he  reads  such  books  as  the  two  mentioned  above,  and 
hears  for  the  first  time  such  very  definite  claims  made  for 
the  Church  of  Rome.  Is  it  true,  he  asks,  that  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  is  the  only  one  true  Catholic  and  Aposto- 
lic Church,  and  that  all  the  other  Churches,  the  Church 
of  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon,  the  Church  of  England,  the 
Presbyterian  and  Methodist  Churches,  etc.,  are  false  and 
fraudulent  imitations  of  the  true  Church — the  Church  of 
Rome  ? For  on  p.  47  of  the  Catechism  he  reads  that  “ the 
Catholic  Church  ( i.e . the  Church  of  Rome)  is  verily  and 
indeed  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  every  other 
Church  in  the  world  is  a fraud  while  on  p.  95  of  the 
“ Faith  and  Works  of  the  True  Christian  ” he  finds  this 
statement  : “ All  the  remaining  Christian  Churches  and 
Protestant  sects,  the  Methodists,  the  Presbyterians,  etc.,  etc., 
are  mere  associations  of  men,  who  through  pride  or  for 
some  worldly  purpose  have  rebelled  against 
Some  Roman  the  true  Church.”  Bewildered  by  such 
Catholic  statements  regarding  the  Divine  origin  of 

claims.  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  the  falsity  of  the 

Church  in  which  he  has  been  baptized,  he 
naturally  asks  if  these  statements  are  true.  Can  they 
be  substantiated  ? 

Is  it  true  that  only  Roman  Catholics  are  Christians, 
and  that  the  members  of  all  the  other  great  Churches  are 
not  Christians  at  all  because  they  do  not  accept  all  the 
teachings  of  Jesus  Christ  ? He  asks  this  question  in  all 
honesty  because  Father  Vitalis  has  stated  in  his  Catechism 
of  Christian  Teaching,  p.  25,  that  “ Those  only  are  true 
Christians  who  believe  all  the  words  of  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,  i.e.  Catholic  Christians.  Protestants  are  not  true 
Christians  because  they  do  not  believe  all  the  words  of 
Jesus  Christ.”  That  is  a very  clear  statement  about  Roman 
Catholics,  and  a very  definite  accusatibn  against  those 
Christians  who  are  not  Romanists.  Are  these  statements 
and  accusations  true  ? 

Is  it  true,  asks  our  bewildered  Indian  brother,  that 
all  Christians  who  are  not  Roman  Catholics  are  on  a 
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par  with  Mussalmans,  Hindus,  idolaters  and  heretics  ; and 
that  the  only  difference  between  devils  and  Protestants  is; 
that  the  first  have  been  cast  by  God  into  Hell,  and  that 
for  the  present  the  Protestants  have  their  liberty  on  the 
earth,  but  eventually  they,  too,  will  be  cast  into  Hell 
unless  they  accept  the  teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome  ?' 
Is  not  Father  Vitalis  quite  definite  on  this  point  ? In  his 
Catechism,  p.  50,  he  asks  the  question  : “ What  people 

have  separated  themselves  from  the  Communion  of 
Saints  ?”  and  himself  supplies  the  answer  : “ In  the  other 

world  hellish  people,  and  in  this  world  all  those  who  live 
apart  from  the  Catholic  Church,  such  as  idolaters,  Mussal- 
mans, Protestants,  etc.,  ” and  the  Reverend  Father  warns, 
our  brother  that  if  he  turns  a deaf  ear  to  the  teaching  of 
the  Roman  priests,  and  refuses  to  be  re-baptized  by  them, 
God  will  not  have  mercy  upon  him,  but  will  cast  him  into' 
Hell.  Father  Makair  does  not  hesitate  to  say  in  his  book 
“ The  True  Christian,”  p.  95,  that  “ If  we  do  not  believe 
strongly  and  faithfully  the  Catholic  Faith,  (that  is  the 
faith  taught  by  the  priests  of  Rome),  we  cannot  possibly  be 
saved.” 

Another  Roman  writer  complacently  assures  us  that 
“ The  Faith  of  the  Roman  Church  is  the  very  Catholic 
Faith  of  Christ,  which  whoso  forsaketh,  be  he  King  or 
Emperor,  he  shall  be  Companion  with  devils  in  Everlast- 
ing fire.” 

Is  it  true  that  Protestants  are  such  evil  persons  that 
God  has  definitely  forbidden  all  true  Catholics  to  worship 
with  them  or  to  pray  with  them  ? In  the  Catechism, 
p.  56,  he  reads  : “ What  does  the  first  Commandment 

forbid  ? ” and  the  answer  is  given  : “ It  forbids  you  to 

worship  with  all  people  who  follow  a false  Faith,”  and 
our  Indian  brother  learns  with  unfeigned  distress  that  if 
he  becomes  a Roman  Catholic  in  order  to  save  his  soul, 
never  again  may  he  enter  the  Church  in  which  he  was. 
first  baptized  and  received  into  Christ’s  Flock,  never  again 
may  he  kneel  in  prayer  with  his  brethren  and  friends  who 
are  not  Romanists.  Having  become  a Roman  Catholic 
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lie  must  live  separate  from  his  Protestant  brethren,  and  if 
he  dares  to  marry  a Protestant  without  a special  dispensa- 
tion from  his  Bishop  he  commits  a greats  in,  his  marriage 
is  invalid,  and  he  will  be  excommunicated  from  the 
Church.  This  is  clearly  stated  on  p.  78  of  the  Catechism  : 
“ Should  anyone  without  a dispensation  marry  a Protest- 
ant he  commits  a great  sin,  his  marriage  is  invalid,  and 
he  will  be  excommunicated  from  the  Church.” 

In  order  to  undermine  his  faith  in  the  Bible  which  he 
has  been  accustomed  to  read  daily  since  he  became  a 
Christian,  our  Panjabi  brother  is  told  that  the  Protestant 
priests  have  deliberately  altered  and  mistranslated  the 
Bible  to  suit  their  own  purposes,  and  to  establish  their 
false  teaching.  Father  Makair,  on  p.  95  of  his  book, 
states  that  “ Protestants,  contrary  to  the  Will  of  God,  and 
■on  their  own  authority,  have  altered  the  Word  of  God, 
which  is  the  Bible,”  but  he  signally  fails  to  point  out  any 
passage  which  the  Protestants  have  altered  to  suit  their 
own  ends.  He  endeavours  to  undermine  the  faith  of  his 
weaker  brother,  but  offers  no  proof  to  enforce  his  state- 
ment. 

He  then  proceeds  to  make  some  remarkable  claims 
for  the  Pope  of  Rome.  For  example,  on  p.  41,  he  states 
that  “ the  head  of  the  Church  is  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  . . ” 
which  we  all  whole-heartedly  accept,  but  he  then  goes  on  : 
“ Who  appointed  St.  Peter  to  be  His  representative  on 
Earth,  and  the  Bishops  of  Rome  are  the  successors  of  St. 
Peter.”  Then  Father  Vitalis  takes  up  the  story,  and 
asserts  that  “ It  is  imperative  that  we  listen  to  the  teach- 
ing of  the  Pope  in  the  same  way  as  we  listen  to  that  of  St. 
Peter  and  of  Jesus  Christ.” — (p.  26.) 

In  order  still  further  to  impress  on  his  reader  the 
necessity  of  obeying  the  teaching  of  the  Pope,  Father 
Vitalis  assures  him  that  the  Pope  is  infallible  when  he 
T.  c « instructs  his  followers  ; his  actual  words  are 
i e Miprem-  _p  4g_“  when  the  Pope  instructs  the 

ffntKu-f  Church  about  Faith  and  Morals,  then  accord- 

the  Pone  ° *nS  to  Christ’s  special  promise  he  is  infall- 
P ' ible  ; it  is  impossible  for  him  to  make  any 


5 


mistake.”  This  is  truly  an  amazing  claim  to  make  on  behalf 
of  any  man,  and  the  Panjabi  Christian  naturally  asks  to 
be  fully  assured  of  the  truth  of  it  before  he  accepts  it. 
What  proof  is  there  that  the  Pope  is  infallible  ? Does  not 
the  history  of  the  Church  clearly  show  that  the  Popes 
have  decreed  certain  doctrines  for  which  there  is  no 
warrant  in  Holy  Scripture  ? 

Then  he  learns  from  the  Roman  priest  that  in  order 
to  become  a true  Christian,  that  is,  a Roman  Catholic,  he 
must  “ promise  and  swear  true  obedience  to  the  Bishop  of 
Rome,  successor  to  St.  Peter,  Prince  of  the  Apostles,  and 
Vicar  of  Jesus  Christ.”  He  must  freely  profess  and  hold 
the  Creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV.,  and  believe  that  Christ  ap- 
pointed seven  Sacraments,  and  not  two  only  ; he  must 
accept  the  doctrines  of  Transubstantiation,  the  Sacrifice 
of  the  Mass,  Purgatory,  Indulgences,  Veneration  of  Im- 
ages and  Relics,  and  all  the  decrees  of  the  Councils  of 
the  Church,  and  particularly  those  of  the  Council  of 
Trent.  All  these  he  must  freely  profess  and  sincerely 
hold,  otherwise  he  cannot  be  saved.  In  bewilderment  he 
asks  : “ What  is  the  authority  for  all  these  claims  on  my 
obedience  ? ” 

Lastly,  our  brother  asks  : “ Is  it  really  true  that  if  Ire- 
main  a loyal  member  of  the  Church  of  India,  Burma  and 
Ceylon,  and  refuse  to  be  baptized  by  the  Roman  priest,  I 
cannot  possibly  be  saved  ?”  Father  Makair  tells  him  on 
p.  96  of  his  book  that  “ Whoever,  through  his  own  fault, 
remains  outside  the  communion  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
cannot  possibly  obtain  salvation.” 

Such  are  the  questions  that  are  being  asked  through- 
out India  today,  and  not  only  in  India,  but  also  in  China, 
Japan,  Africa,  South  America,  and  wherever  the  Roman 
priests  are  preaching  the  faith  and  doctrine  of  their 
Church. 

The  claims  made  are  presumptuous  ; many  of  them 
are  baseless.  In  the  briefest  form  they  are  these— the 
Roman  Church  is  the  only  true  Church,  all  other 
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Churches  are  mere  assemblies  of  men,  self  deceived  and  de- 
ceiving others  ; the  Pope  is  the  true  successor  of  St.  Peter, 
who  was  appointed  by  Christ  to  be  His  vicegerent  on 
earth  ; when  speaking  of  faith  and  morals  he  is  infallible  ; 
if  a man  desires  salvation  he  must  accept  the  Faith  of  the 
Roman  Church,  for  outside  the  communion  of  that 
The  Challenge  Church  there  is  no  salvation.  Confront- 
of  Rome  ° ed  with  these  claims  and  statements  made 
accented  by  the  priests  of  the  Roman  Church,  and  en- 

^ ' dorsed  by  their  bishops,  we  cannot  refuse 

their  challenge  and  remain  silent ; for  we,  too,  claim  to  be 
true  Catholics ; we  are  members  by  baptism  of  the  Holy 
Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church,  of  which  the  Church  of 
India,  Burma  and  Ceylon  is  a living  branch.  We  are 
ready  to  prove  our  right  to  membership  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  and  to  defend  the  doctrines  we  hold  in  opposition 
to  those  of  the  Roman  Church  by  means  of  the  plain 
words  of  Holy  Scripture,  the  Word  of  the  living  God. 


All  sensible  people  will  admit  that  there  must  be 
some  rule  or  measure  by  which  Christian  doctrine  may  be 
tried  and  tested.  What  then  is  the  standard  or  rule  for 
Protestants  and  what  is  the  standard  or  rule  laid  down  by 
the  Roman  Church  ? The  Protestants  have  adopted  one 
by  which  they  test  every  doctrine  and  statement  regard- 
ing the  Faith,  the  Romanists  have  adopted  another. 
Which  is  the  correct  one  ? 


CHAPTER  II 

THE  RULE  OF  FAITH 

The  Church  of  Rome  claims  that  she,  and  she  alone, 
is  the  true  Catholic  Church  founded  by  Christ,  and  confi- 
dently asserts  that  those  Christians  who  refuse  to  accept  her 
supremacy  and  doctrine  cannot  be  saved.  Pope  Boniface 
VIII.,  who  became  pope,  A.  D.  1294,  in  his 
The  Challenge  bull  “ Unam  Sanctam  ” stated  : “We  de- 
of  Rome.  clare,  say,  determine  and  pronounce  it  to  be 
of  necessity  to  salvation,  for  every  human 
creature  to  be  subject  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome.”  This  was 
confirmed  by  the  Fifth  Lateran  Council,  held  under  Pope 
Leo  X.,  A.  D.  1517,  and  this  dogma  has  been  firmly  held 
and  propagated  by  every  Pope  since  that  date. 

The  Church  of  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon,  while  defi- 
nitely rejecting  the  supremacy  of  the  Church  of  Rome  and 
its  Pope,  also  claims  to  be  a branch  of  the  Catholic  Church 
founded  by  Christ,  and  her  members  are  calmly  confident 
that  through  faith  in  the  merits  and  atoning  death  and  re- 
surrection of  Jesus  Christ,  they,  too,  are  heirs  of  the  King- 
dom of  God. 

These  two  views  are  diametrically  opposed  to  one  an- 
other ; they  cannot  both  be  right  ; and  in  order  to  discover 
which  is  the  correct  one  we  must  seek  some  standard  or 
rule  by  which  the  opposing  views  can  be  tested.  What 
then — to  use  a technical  term — is  the  Rule  of  Faith  ? By 
what  rule  may  we  test  these  contradictory  views,  and  so 
find  out  which  is  the  right  one  ? 

The  Rule  or  Standard  of  Faith  approved  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Church  of  India,  and  indeed  by  all  Protestants 
throughout  the  world,  whether  they  be  Episcopalians,  Meth- 
odists, Baptists  or  Presbyterians,  is  the  Word  of  God. 
They  admit  of  no  other  standard,  and  although  they  gladly 
7 


receive  the  decisions  of  the  great  Councils  of  the  Church 
whenever  they  agree  with  Holy  Scripture,  the  Word  of  God, 
and  that  alone,  is  their  Rule  of  Faith  and  Standard  of 
The  onlv  Rule  Doctrine.  The  Church  of  India  is  very 
of  Faith  is  the  c^ear  on  t^s  point.  In  her  Constitution, 


Word  of  God. 


Part  I,  occurs  this  statement 


The 


Church  of  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon 
accepts  the  canonical  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments  which  the  whole  Church  accepts,  and  re- 
ceives them  as  living  oracles  of  God,  and  tests  all  state- 
ments of  doctrine  by  them,  and  teaches  nothing  as 
required  of  necessity  to  eternal  salvation  but  that  which 
may  be  proved  by  them.” 


With  this  statement  agrees  the  Sixth  Article  of  Reli- 
gion of  the  Church  of  England  to  be  found  at  the  end  of 
the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  which  reads  as  follows  : “ Holy- 
Scripture  containeth  all  things  necessary  to  salvation  : so 
that  whatsoever  is  not  read  therein,  nor  may  be  proved 
thereby,  is  not  to  be  required  of  any  man,  that  it  should  be 
believed  as  an  article  of  the  Faith,  or  be  thought  requisite 
or  necessary  to  salvation.” 


These  are  very  clear  and  definite  statements  ; the  Word 
of  God,  and  the  teaching  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  and  His 
Apostles,  as  recorded  in  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  that 
alone  is  the  Rule  of  Faith.  By  this  Rule,  the  Word  of  God, 
we  establish  our  own  doctrine  and  test  the  claims  of  the 
Roman  Catholics.  If  their  claims  and  doctrines  are  found 
to  agree  with  the  teaching  of  the  Scriptures  we  gladly  and 
loyally  accept  them  ; if  they  are  contrary  to  that  teaching 
then  we  reject  them  ; they  are  not  necessary  for  our  salva- 
tion. We  hold  firmly  to  this  Rule,  and  are  undismayed, 
although  Father  Makair  repeatedly  asserts  that  only  those 
who  whole-heartedly  accept  the  teaching  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  can  be  saved. — See  “ The  True  Christian.” 
pp.  92-96. 


This  was  the  Standard  or  Rule  of  Faith  of  the  Fathers 
of  the  Primitive  Church  ; their  appeal  was  always  to  the 
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Scriptures,  by  which  they  tested  every  doctrine  and  prac- 
tice. St.  Jerome,  born  A.  D.  340,  whose  translation  of  the 
Bible  into  Latin  became  the  accepted  Bible  of  the  Roman 
Church,  wrote  : “ As  we  accept  those  things  that  are 

written  (in  the  Scriptures)  so  we  reject  those  things  which 
are  not  written.  These  things  which  they  invent  as  if  by 
Apostolic  Tradition,  without  the  authority 
The  Witness  of  Scripture,  the  sword  of  God  smites, 
of  the  Early  This,  because  it  has  no  authority  from 
Fathers  the  Scriptures,  is  with  the  same  easiness; 

agrees  with  despised  as  approved.”  St.  Basil,  born 
this.  A.  D.  329,  in  his  book  “ Concerning  the 

Faith”  wrote  as  follows  : “ Without  doubt 


it  is  a most  manifest  fall  from  faith,  and  a most  certain 
sign  of  pride,  to  introduce  any  thing  that  is  not  written 

in  the  Scriptures and  to  detract  from  Scripture,. 

or  to  add  anything  to  the  Faith  that  is  not  there,  is  most 
manifestly  forbidden  by  the  Apostle.  Those  who  are 
instructed  in  the  Scriptures  ought  to  test  the  things  that 
are  taught  by  their  teachers,  and  to  receive  what  agrees, 
with  the  Scripture,  and  to  reject  what  disagrees.” 

Lactantius,  known  as  the  Christian  Cicero  for  his  great 
learning,  writes  that  “ Those  things  can  have  no  foundation 
or  firmness,  which  are  not  sustained  by  any  oracle  of  God’s 
Word.”  Origen,  another  great  teacher  of  the  Primitive 
Church,  writes  : “ We  must  needs  call,  to  witness  the  Holy 
Scriptures  ; for  our  judgments  and  expositions,  without 
those  witnesses,  carry  no  credit,” — (Orig.  in  Hier.  Horn.  I.). 
Augustine,  born  A.  D.  354,  is  sti  1 more  emphatic : “ We 
may  not  consent  unto  the  bishops,  notwithstanding  they 
be  Catholic,  if  they  judge  contrary  to  the  Holy  Canonical 
Scriptures.  By  the  authority  of  the  Scriptures  let  us  weigh 
matter  with  matter,  cause  with  cause,  reason  with  reason.” 
— (August,  de  Unit  Eccles.  Cap.  X).  In  another  place  he 
writes  : “ If  an  angel  from  heaven  shall  teach  us  otherwise 
than  we  have  received  in  the  books  of  the  Law  and  in  the 
Gospels,  hold  him  accursed.” — (August.  Contr.  Liter.  Petil. 
Lib.  III.,  Cap.  VI);  and  yet  again  : “ Have  away  all  those 
authorities  that  either  of  us  allegeth  against  the  other,  saving 
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•such  only  as  be  taken  out  of  the  heavenly  canonical 
Scriptures.  I would  have  the  holy  Church  to  be  proved, 
not  by  the  doctrines  of  men,  but  by  the  Word  of  God 
and  writing  against  the  Donatists  he  exclaims:  ‘ Take 
away  from  us  any  of  our  own  books  ; let  the  Book  of  God 
come  amongst  us.  Hear  what  Christ  saith  ; hearken  what 
the  Truth  speaketh  ” And  so  also  St.  Chrysostom,  born 
A.  D.  347  : “ I beseech  you  all,  weigh  not  what  this  man 
or  that  man  thinketh  ; but  touching  all  these  things  search 
the  Scriptures.”  (Chrys.  in  2 ad  Cor.  Horn.  3).  In  his 
work  ‘ Opus  Imperfectum  ” he  writes  : “ Therefore  Christ 
commandeth  that  Christian  men,  willing  to  be  assured  of 
the  true  Faith,  resort  to  nothing  else  but  only  the  Scrip- 
tures.” These  Early  Fathers  remembered  the  saying  of 
their  Lord  : “ Search  the  Scriptures. . .they  are  they  which 
testify  of  Me.” — (John  v,  39),  and  they  diligently  searched 
the  Scriptures  before  making  any  pronouncement  of  Faith 
•or  enunciating  any  doctrine. 

Obeying  the  great  Head  of  the  Church,  Jesus  Christ, 
and  following  the  example  and  teaching  of  the  Apostles 
and  Fathers  of  the  Primitive  and  Apostolic  Church,  the 
Churches  of  India  and  of  England  have  brought  all  their 
teaching  and  practice  to  this  great  test — does  it  agree  with 
Holy  Scripture  ? Their  rule  or  standard  of  Faith  is 
the  Word  of  God. 


The  Church  of  Rome  in  this  matter  has  departed  from 
this  Catholic  and  Apostolic  rule,  and  in  order  to  make 
good  her  claims  and  to  decide  matters  of  doctrine,  has 
formulated  another,  or  rather  other  rules  or  measures  or 
Canons  of  Faith.  They  are  as  follows  : — 

1 . The  Bible,  in  which  she  includes  the  Books  of  the 
Apocrypha. 

2.  Apostolic  and  Ecclesiastical  Traditions. 

3.  The  Teaching  of  the  Church,  under  which  heading 
she  places  : 


The  Roman  R 
Rule  of  Faith.  c' 


The  unanimous  consent  of  the  Fathers. 
The  Decrees  of  Church  Councils. 

The  decisions  of  the  Popes. 
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Unable  to  prove  her  doctrines  by  means  of  the  Bible 
alone,  she  has  been  compelled  to  call  Tradition  to  her  aid  ; 
when  Tradition  failed  to  establish  her  claims,  she  had  at 
length  to  fall  back  on  the  teaching  of  the  Church  as 
enunciated  by  the  Fathers  of  the  Catholic  Church,  by  the 
decrees  of  Church  Councils,  and  the  decisions  of  her  Popes. 
Making  use  of  all  these  three  the  Roman  Catholic  boldly 
endeavours  to  prove  his  claim  to  belong  to  the  only  true 
Church,  apart  from  which  there  is  no  salvation  ; he  cheer- 
fully excommunicates  all  other  Christians  who  do  not  agree 
with  him  ; denies  to  them  the  mercy  and  goodness  of  God, 
and  consigns  them  to  the  everlasting  torments  of  Hell. 

We  must  here  state  that  the  proofs  which  satisfy  the 
man  who  has  surrendered  his  intellect  and  soul  to  the  keep- 
ing of  the  Priests  of  the  Roman  Church  quite  fail  to  satisfy 
either  the  intellect  or  the  soul  of  the  enquiring  Protestant, 
who  has  studied  with  care  both  the  Scriptures  and  books  of 
Ecclesiastical  History,  and  he  remains  unrepentant  and  un- 
afraid, taking  still  firmer  hold  of  the  Truth  of  God  as  re- 
vealed in  Holy  Scripture. 

Let  us  then  examine  closely  this  Canon  of  Faith  by 
which  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  seeks  to  establish  her 
Faith  and  Practice. 


First  : The  Bible 

The  Bible  of  the  Roman  Church  contains  not  only 
the  Canonical  Books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  but 
also  the  Apocryphal  Books  which  were  written  after  the 
Old  Testament  Canon  had  been  closed,  and  before  the 
first  books  of  the  New  Testament  came  into  use.  These 
Apocryphal  Books  contain  some  very  amazing  and  startling 
stories,  so  incredible,  indeed,  that  the  Jews  would  not  accept 
them  as  inspired  ; the  Lord  Christ,  although  he  made 
frequent  use  of  the  Old  Testament,  never  once  quoted,  as 
far  as  we  know,  from  any  of  these  Apocryphal  Books  ; and 
the  early  Catholic  Church  refused  to  include  them  in  the 
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Canon  of  Holy  Scripture.  It  is  true  that  these  books 
were  included  in  the  Canon  by  the  Councils  of  Hippo 
and  of  Carthage  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century, 
but  these  two  Councils  were  most  certainly  not  General 
Councils  of  the  Church ; even  Fr.  Bruno  does  not  in- 
clude them  in  his  list  of  Councils.  They  were  small  local 
Councils,  and  certainly  had  no  authority  to  legislate  for 
the  whole  Catholic  Church.  The  Church  of  England, 
the  Mother  Church  of  the  Church  of  India,  Burma  and 
Ceylon,  has  also  refused  to  accept  them  as  Scripture, 
. . • and  her  VI  Article  of  Religion  describes 

Tjx.  her  attitude  towards  them  : “ the  other 

vunrthv  Books  (».  e.,  the  Apocryphal  Books)  the 

Church  doth  read  for  example  of  life  and 
instruction  of  manners  ; but  yet  doth  it  not  apply  them 
to  establish  any  doctrine.” 


A very  cursory  reading  of  the  Apocrypha  reveals  the 
reason  why  neither  the  Jewish  nor  the  Primitive  Church 
included  these  books  in  the  Canon  of  Holy  Scripture.  The 
history  they  record  is  unreliable,  and  the  miracles  and 
other  remarkable  events  found  in  them  are  unworthy 
of  credence,  and  consequently  our  Lord  made  no  use  of 
them  in  His  teaching.  That  the  books  of  the  Apocrypha 
were  not  considered  of  equal  value  with  the  Canonical 
Books  is  clearly  shown  by  the  following  quotation  from  St. 
Jerome,  one  of  the  most  learned  teachers  of  his  age,  who 
wrote  : “ Indeed  the  Church  readeth  the  Books  of  the 
Maccabees,  but  she  receiveth  them  not  among  the  Canoni- 
cal Scriptures,”  while  Cyprian  gives  the  same  witness. 

The  Church  of  Rome,  however,  does  not  hesitate  to 
use  these  uncanonical  and  uninspired  books,  and  states 
that  they  are  of  equal  authority  with  Holy  Scripture. 

Her  bishops  and  priests  do  not  encourage  their  people 
to  read  the  Bible,  and  forbid  them  to  read  any  of  the 
translations  made  by  the  Bible  Societies.  Scripture  may 
only  be  taught  by  the  properly  authorized  teachers  of 
religion,  that  is,  the  priests  and  bishops  of  the  Roman 
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Church  ; and  must  be  received  and  believed  by  the  faith- 
ful laity  only  as  it  is  taught  and  explained  by  the  Church. 

But  the  Church  is  the  Roman  Church,  and  the  Roman 
Church  only.  It  does  not  include  the  Greek  or  Syrian 
Churches,  the  Orthodox  Church  of  Russia,  or  the  Lutheran 
Church  of  Germany  ; it  does  not  include  the  Church 
of  England,  with  all  its  daughter  national  Churches  in 
India,  China,  Japan,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  Canada, 
Africa  and  America  ; it  does  not  include  the  great  Free 
Churches  of  the  world,  such  as  the  Presbyterians  and  the 
Methodists.  The  Roman  Church  does  not  include — in  this 
particular  instance — even  the  godly  devout  Roman  lay- 
man ; the  Church  means  only  the  Pope  and  the  Bishops, 
with  their  helpers,  the  Priests.  The  layman,  however 
learned  he  may  be  in  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  tongues,  how- 
ever keen  and  well  trained  his  intellect  may  be,  must 
submit  himself  entirely  to  the  guidance  of  the  priests  and 
bishops  of  his  Church  ; he  may  not  understand  or  inter- 
pret the  Scriptures  in  any  other  sense  than  the  Roman 
Church  interprets  them  ; he  may  not  use  his  private 
judgment ; he  must  subordinate  that  to  the  authority  of 
the  Church,  as  the  only  duly  authorized  teacher  of 
Scriptures. 

The  Bible,  which  includes  the  Books  of  the  Apocry- 
pha, but  only  as  interpreted  and  taught  by  the  Church, 
which  means  the  Roman  Pope,  Bishops  and  Priests  only,  is 
the  first  test  or  rule  or  canon  used  by  Roman  Catholics  to 
substantiate  their  claims  and  prove  their  doctrines. 

In  course  of  time,  as  her  claims  became  more  pre- 
sumptuous, and  various  superstitious  practices  and  doc- 
trines were  received  into  her  religious  system,  the  Roman 
Church  found  it  impossible  to  establish  these  by  means  of 
Scripture  alone,  and  so  was  compelled  to  find  some 
additional  rule  or  standard  of  faith.  This  she  found  in 
what  she  describes  as  “ the  unwritten  word  of  God,”  in 
other  words. 
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Apostolic  and  Ecclesiastical  Traditions. 

This  is  the  second  pillar  by  which  the  temple  of  the 
Roman  Church  is  upheld.  The  Council  of  Trent,  which 
finally  crystalized  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome, 
decreed  in  its  fourth  session  that  the  Gospel  and  the  revela- 
tion of  God  “ are  contained  in  written  books  and  unwritten 
traditions,  which  traditions  have  been  received  by  the 
apostles  from  the  mouth  of  Christ  Himself,  or  dictated  by 
the  Holy  Spirit,  and  by  the  apostles  were  handed  down  to 
us.  . . Tradition,  which  comes  to  us  in  unbroken  succession 
from  the  lips  of  Christ  and  from  the  apostles,  is  to  be  set  on 

the  same  level  as  Scripture and  the  interpretation  of 

Scripture  is  to  be  determined  by  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  Fathers,  and  the  authority  of  the  Church.” 

By  means  of  this  “ unwritten  word  of  God  ” or 
Tradition,  Roman  Catholics  have  endeavoured  to  establish 
those  doctrines  and  enforce  those  claims  for  which  they 
could  find  no  proof  whatever  in  the  written  Word  of  God, 
the  Canonical  Scriptures.  In  the  Catechism  of  Fr.  Vitalis, 
on  p.  23,  we  read  : “ It  must  be  remembered  that  in 
addition  to  the  written  Word  of  God  there  is  also  an 
unwritten  Word  of  God,  that  is,  Apostolic  Traditions,”  while 
Fr.  Makair  adds,  on  p.  21  of  his  book  “ True  Christian,” 
that  “ the  unwritten  Word  of  God,  that  is,  Divine 
Traditions,  are  the  second  pillar  of  the  Faith.” 

It  was  among  the  heretical  Gnostic  sects  that  the  idea 
was  first  conceived  of  supplementing  or  superseding  the 
Word  of  God  by  oral  Traditions  in  order  to  prove  their 
theories.  These  heretics  claimed  to  possess  a secret 
tradition  which  was  unknown  to  the  Church  at  large. 
When  the  Roman  Catholics  found  it  impossible  to  substan- 
tiate their  claims  and  innovations,  both  of  doctrine  and 
practice  by  the  Scriptures,  they  adopted  the  Gnostic  plan 
of  supplementing  the  Word  of  God  with  an  unwritten 
Word.  They  boldly  asserted  that  the  Scriptures,  as  com- 
mitted to  the  Church  by  the  Apostles  and  Evangelists,  did 
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not  contain  the  whole  of  God’s  revelation  to  men,  and 
that  the  Church  had  received  Traditions,  which  had 
never  been  committed  to  writing,  but  which  were  of 
■equal  value  and  authority  with  those  recorded  in  the 
Canonical  Scriptures.  Fr.  Bruno,  in  Catholic  Belief, 
p.  21,  even  claims  that  this  unwritten  Word,  i.e.,  Tradition, 
R is  a safer  and  more  clear  guide  than  the 

that  TVa/Ttinn  written  Word,  i.e.,  the  New  Testament.  If 

is  a Safe/  * this  theory  is  correct,  then  (a)  either  the 

Guide  than  Apostles  themselves  were  ignorant  of  all  the 

Srrint  re  truths  God  desired  to  reveal  to  men,  or  ( b ) 

^ ' knowing  these  truths  they  did  not  com- 

municate them  to  all  the  disciples,  but  only  to  a certain 
few. 


We  do  not  deny  that  much  of  what  our  Lord  and  His 
disciples  did  and  taught  was  not  written  down  in  any  book 
at  all,  but  we  also  maintain  that  whatever  was  necessary 
for  our  salvation  was  most  certainly  recorded  in  Holy 
Scripture.  This  was  clearly  the  opinion  of  St. 
Athanasius,  who  wrote  : “ The  holy  and  inspired  Scrip- 

tures are  sufficient  of  themselves  for  the  preaching  of  the 
Word.”  St.  Chrysostom  also  wrote  that  “ all  things  are 
plain  and  simple  in  the  Holy  Scriptures  ; all  things  neces- 
sary are  evident,”  and  with  these  two  statements  St.  John 
xx  : 30-31  agrees  : “ Many  other  signs  therefore  did 

Jesus  in  the  presence  of  the  disciples,  which  are  not  written 
in  this  book  : but  these  are  written,  that  ye  may  believe 
that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God  ; and  that  believing 
ye  may  have  life  in  His  name.”  Yet  if  this  theory  of  an 
“ unwritten  Word  of  God,”  advanced  by  the  Roman 
Church,  is  to  be  accepted,  we  must  believe  that  the 
writers  of  the  New  Testament  did  their  work  so  badly  that 
they  omitted  many  things  which  the  Roman  priests  now 
assert  are  necessary  for  salvation,  and  that  if  we  read  the 
TMew  Testament  without  the  guidance  of  the  priests  we 
cannot  know  the  full  revelation  of  God,  and  may  very 
possibly  go  astray  from  the  Truth.  By  advancing  this 
theory,  borrowed  from  the  Gnostic  heretics,  the  Roman 
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Church  seems  to  ignore  the  fact  that  all  Scripture  was 
written  under  the  guidance  and  inspiration  of  the  Holy 
Spirit. 

If  Roman  Catholics  could  satisfy  us  that  all  the 
Traditions  they  claim  to  be  apostolic  are  really  so  we 
should  gladly  receive  them.  We  entirely  agree  with  St. 
Cyprian  when  he  wrote  as  follows  about  Apostolic  Tradi- 
tions : “ From  whence  have  we  these  Traditions?  If  it 

be  commanded  in  the  Gospel,  or  is  contained  in  the 
Epistles  or  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  let  us  keep  the  same 
tradition.” 

They  are,  however,  unable  to  satisfy  us  that  their 
traditions  come  from  such  sources.  Many  of  these  so  called 
Apostolic  traditions  are  merely  stories  of  the  second,  third, 
and  fourth  centuries;  some  are  so  improbable  and  so  contrary 
to  the  teaching  of  the  New  Testament,  that  no  student  of 
Church  History  or  of  the  New  Testament  could  possibly 
accept  them.  Yet  the  Roman  Church  exalts  this  “ un- 
written Word  of  God  and  Apostolic  Tradition  ” above  the 
written  and  inspired  Canonical  Scriptures  ; she  asserts  that 
the  Bible  apart  from  Tradition  is  an  unsatisfactory  guide ; 
and  that  only  through  Tradition  can  we  understand  the 
true  meaning  of  Holy  Scripture. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  how  jealously  she  claims  to  be 
the  sole  guardian  of  these  Apostolic  Traditions.  On  p.  123 
of  the  Catechism  the  question  is  asked  : “ Where  can  the 

Apostolic  Traditions  be  found  ? ” and  the  answer  is  given  : 
“ The  Apostolic  Traditions  are  found  in  the  customs,  rites, 
ceremonies,  and  teaching  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.” 

In  addition  to  these  she  also  seeks  the  help  of  Ecclesi- 
astical Traditions  to  maintain  her  claims  and  teaching,  and 
here  indeed  her  ship  is  in  troubled  and  stormy  waters. 
She  uses  weird  apocryphal  stories  from  the  writings  of 
Gnostics,  heretics  of  the  second  and  third  centuries,  as  Gospel 
History.  On  the  authority  of  these  fables  the  Apostle 
Peter  is  said  to  have  founded  the  Church  in  Rome,  and  to> 
have  presided  over  it  for  twenty-five  years  as  its  Bishop, 
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during  which  time  he  ordained  many  priests  and  consecra- 
ted a large  number  of  bishops,  and  sent  them  as  missionar- 
ies to  various  places.  The  story  of  St.  Peter’s  encounter 
with  Simon  Magus  in  Rome,  taken  from  the  Clementine 
Homilies  and  Recognitions,  a Gnostic  heretical  book  of  the 
second  century,  is  recorded  by  Fr.  Bruno  in  his  “ Catholic 
Belief,”  p.  311,  as  though  it  were  authentic.  He  states 
that  “ Simon  Magus,  before  an  immense  crowd  of 
people,  was  carried  by  wicked  spirits  on  high  in  what 
appeared  to  be  a carriage  drawn  by  fiery  horses.  St. 
Peter  made  a fervent  prayer  that  God  would  abase  this 
man,  and  behold,  in  an  instant  the  fiery  horses  and  chariot 
vanished  away,  and  Simon  fell  headlong  to  the  ground 
and  died.  This  defeat  of  Simon  Magus  by  St.  Peter 
was  the  cause  of  a great  many  conversions.”  This  most 
incredible  story,  recorded  by  Fr.  Bruno,  is  one  of  the 
Traditions,  and  such  Traditions,  he  affirms,  “ are  to  us 
more  clear  and  safe  ” than  the  inspired  scriptures. 
(Catholic  Belief,  p.  21).  He  also  makes  the  astonishing 
assertion  that  “ Tradition,”  of  which  the  above  story  is  a 
sample,  “ being  a living  word,  can  explain  the  true 
meaning  (of  Scripture),  and  all  this  it  can  do  with  an 
authority  which  is  infallible,  and,  owing  to  the  promised 
assistance  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  divine.” — p.  22. 

Such  are  some  of  the  Traditions,  Apostolic  and 
Ecclesiastical,  solemnly  put  forward  as  authentic  history, 
but  with  no  offer  of  contemporary  historical  confirmation, 
which  the  Roman  Church  uses  as  “ the  second  pillar  of 
the  Faith,”  but  which  no  serious  student  of  history  can 
possibly  accept.  As  regards  such  traditions  we  should  do 
well  to  remember  our  Lord’s  warning  about  “ the  traditions 
of  men  ” (Matt,  xv : 3, 6,  9,)  and  also  the  words  of 
St.  Paul  in  Col.  ii  : 8 : “ Take  heed  lest  there  shall  be 
any  one  that  maketh  spoil  of  you  through  his  philosophy 
and  vain  deceit,  after  the  tradition  of  men,  after  the 
rudiments  of  the  world,  and  not  after  Christ.” 

As  so  many  of  these  Traditions  have  been  proved  to  be 
utterly  unreliable,  the  Roman  Church  has  had  to  fall  back 
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on  a third  position  in  order  to  defend  her  doctrine  and 
practice.  This  third  “ Pillar  of  the  Faith,”  as  she  des- 
cribes it,  is 


The  Teaching  of  the  Church 

as  contained  in 

(a)  The  unanimous  consent  of  the  Fathers. 

(b)  The  Decrees  of  Church  Councils. 

(c)  The  Decisions  of  the  Popes. 

With  the  help  of  these  decrees  and  decisions  she 
endeavours  to  establish  that  which  she  was  unable  to  do 
with  the  help  of  the  Scriptures  and  Tradition. 

A.  The  Unanimous  Consent  of  the  Fathers 

The  Roman  Church  lays  great  emphasis  on  the  teach- 
ing of  the  Fathers  of  the  Early  Church,  and  asserts  that 
they  all  support  her  claims  and  uphold  her  doctrine  and 
practice.  She  declares  that  they  are  unanimous  in  their 
teaching,  and  so  she  appeals  with  confidence  to  “ the  un- 
animous consent  of  the  Fathers  ” as  a canon  of  Faith.  It 
is  interesting  to  note  how  Roman  Catholics  use  their 
teaching.  Wherever  they  can  find  any  support  for  any  of 
their  dogmas  in  the  book  of  any  Father,  however  obscure 
he  may  be,  he  is  loudly  proclaimed  by  them  as  a most  im- 
portant upholder  of  the  Roman  Faith,  but  should  the 
same  Father  say  anything  which  is  not  in  accord  with 
their  theory  he  is  discreetly  ignored  or  slandered.  An  ex- 
ample of  this  is  seen  in  Rev.  W.  R.  Carson’s  book  on 
“ Some  Prerogatives  of  Peter,”  p.  78,  where  he  writes  of 
“ the  loose  and  inexact  language  of  such  ante-Nicene 
Fathers  as  S.  S.  Irenaeus,  Dionysius  and  Hippolytus,” 
whereas  these  same  Fathers  are  elsewhere  lauded  to  the 
skies  as  firm  supporters  of  Roman  doctrine. 

When  the  Roman  Church  appeals  to  “ the  unanimous 
consent  of  the  Fathers  ” for  the  support  of  her  system,  she 
appeals  to  something  which  never  existed.  The  Fathers  of 
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the  Early  Church  were  never  “ unanimous  ” in  their  teach- 
ing and  preaching,  as  the  following  example  shows  : — St. 
Matthew  xxi  : 18,  “Thou  art  Peter,  and  upon  this  rock  I 
will  build  my  Church  ” is  the  most  important  verse  in  the 
Bible  to  the  Roman  Catholic  ; on  this  verse  he  bases  his 
claim  for  the  supremacy  of  his  Church  and  Pope,  but  even 
about  the  interpretation  of  this  all-important  verse  the  Early 
Fathers  could  not  agree.  The  Roman  Father  Launoy, 
famous  for  his  great  learning,  made  a most  careful  study  of 
the  writings  of  85  Fathers  to  find  out  their  interpretations 
of  this  one  verse,  and  he  discovered  that 

17  Fathers  regarded  Peter  as  the  rock, 

44  Fathers  interpreted  Peter’s  Confession  as  the  rock, 
16  Fathers  say  that  the  rock  means  Christ,  and 
8 Fathers  taught  that  the  Church  is  built  on  all  the 
Apostles. 

When  there  were  such  different  interpretations  by  the 
Fathers  on  such  an  important  matter, — and  this  is  only  one 
example  from  many  which  might  be  quoted, — it  seems 
ludicrous  on  the  part  of  the  Roman  Church  to  appeal  to 
“ the  unanimous  consent  of  the  Fathers  ” as  upholding 
her  claim  to  the  supremacy  of  the  whole  Church  of 
Christ. 

Realizing  the  hopelessness  of  such  an  appeal,  at  a 
later  date  she  shifted  her  position  again,  and  began  to 
rely  on 

B.  The  Decrees  of  General  Church  Councils. 

Such  Councils  and  Synods  are  assemblies  of  bishops 
from  all  parts  of  the  world,  called  together  to  determine 
matters  of  faith  and  discipline.  Six  Councils  of  the  whole 
Church  were  held  between  A.  D.  325  and  A.  D.  680,  the 
decisions  of  which  hav£"been  accepted  by  all  Christendom. 
The  Roman  Church  has  approved  of  many  more  than 
these  six,  but  as  these  later  Councils  were  confined  to  those 
who  acknowledged  the  supremacy  of  the  Pope,  and  did  not 
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include  members  of  the  Greek  and  other  Churches,  their 
decisions  have  not  been  accepted  by  Churches  not  in 
communion  with  Rome.  Using  the  decisions  and  decrees 
of  these  later  Councils  as  the  test  or  standard  or  rule  of  the 
Faith,  the  Roman  Church  can  prove  almost  any  doctrine 
she  cares  to  advance.  According  to  the  teaching  of  her 
clergy,  the  Councils  of  the  Roman  Church  and  the  Pope  of 
Rome,  when  deciding  matters  of  faith  and  morals  are  infal- 
lible ; but  unfortunately  for  them  history  does  not  bear  this 
out.  To  give  only  one  example: — -the  Invocation  of  Saints 
was  first  taught  with  authority  by  the  fourth  Council  of 
Constantinople,  754,  but  was  later  condemned  by  the 
Council  of  Frankfort  in  794,  when  300  bishops  of  the  West- 
ern Church  were  present.  This  Council  revoked  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Council  of  Constantinople,  and  absolutely  for- 
bade the  Invocation  of  Saints,  but  in  1562  the  Council  of 
Trent,  in  its  25th  Session,  passed  the  following  rule  : 
“ Bishops  and  others  . . . should  make  it  a chief  point  dili- 
gently to  instruct  the  faithful  concerning  the  intercession 

and  invocation  of  Saints teaching  them  that  the 

Saints  reigning  together  with  Christ  offer  to  God  their 
prayers  for  men  ; that  it  is  good  and  useful  to  invoke  them 
with  supplication,  and  to  have  recourse  to  their  prayers, 
aid,  and  assistance.”  This  is  only  one  of  many  instances 
when  Councils  have  passed  decrees  and  canons  sanctioning 
certain  teaching  and  doctrines  which  had  been  rejected  as 
untrue  or  unscriptural  by  former  Councils. 

We  Protestants,  while  loyally  accepting  the  decree  of 
the  first  six  General  Councils  of  the  Catholic  Church,  and' 
indeed  many  decrees  of  still  later  Councils,  cannot  accept 
those  which  teach  doctrines  and  order  ceremonies  and 
rites  which  are  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  the 
custom  and  practice  of  the  Primitive  Catholic  Church. 
Our  objection  to  these  later  Councils  is  voiced  in  the  XXI 
Article  of  Religion  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  of  the 
Church  of  England,  which  reads  as  follows  : “ General 

Councils.  . . . when  they  be  gathered  together,  (forasmuch 
as  they  be  an  assembly  of  men,  whereof  all  be  not  governed 
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with  the  Spirit  and  Word  of  God)  they  may  err,  and 
sometimes  have  erred,  even  in  things  pertaining  unto  God. 
Wherefore  things  ordained  by  them  as  necessary  to  salva- 
tion, have  neither  strength  nor  authority,  unless  it  may  be 
declared  that  they  be  taken  out  of  Holy  Scripture.”  One 
has  only  to  read  the  proceedings  of  some  of  these  Councils  ■ 
the  quarrels,  fights,  bickerings  ; the  bribery,  the  false  charges 
and  excommunications  ; and  the  many  decisions  so  contrary 
to  the  teaching  of  the  Word  of  God  arrived  at  by  the 
members  to  realize  how  true  the  statement  of  the  Article 
is  that  they  were  indeed  assemblies  of  men,  whereof  all 
were  not  governed  by  the  Spirit  and  Word  of  God. 

How  can  we  accept  as  inspired  by  the  Holy  Spirit  the 
decisions  of  such  Councils  as  that  of  Sirmium,  A.  D.  357, 
and  of  Ariminum,  A.  D.  359,  at  which  the  Bishops  declared 
that  the  Father  only  is  God,  and  is  in  every  respect 
greater  than  the  Son?  The  Council  of  Pisa,  A.  D.  1409, 
and  that  of  Constance,  A.  D.  1416,  both  declared  that  a 
Council  was  superior  to  a Pope  ; in  fact,  the  Council  of 
Constance  deposed  Pope  John  XXIII.,  Pope  Benedict 
XIII.,  and  Pope  Clement  VIII.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Council  of  Florence,  A.  D.  1438,  and  the  fifth  Council  of 
Lateran,  A.  D.  1512,  declared  that  the  authority  of  a Pope 
was  greater  than  that  of  a Council.  Which  of  these 
opposing  decisions  are  we  to  believe  ? They  cannot  both 
be  correct. 

With  so  many  contradictory  decisions  arrived  at  by 
these  later  Councils ; with  doctrines  imposed  on  the 
Church  which  cannot  be  proved  from  the  Scriptures  ; 
with  practices  enforced  by  their  decrees  which  are  super- 
stitious, we  find  ourselves  compelled  to  reject  the  authority 
of  such  Councils  as  teachers  of  what  the  Church  must 
believe  and  practice,  and  refuse  to  acknowledge  them  as. 
arbiters  of  the  Faith  of  the  Catholic  Church. 

As  a matter  of  fact  these  Canons  of  Faith  set  up  by 
the  Roman  Church,  viz  : — 

1.  The  Scriptures,  including  the  Apocrypha, 
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2.  The  Apostolic  and  Ecclesiastical  Traditions, 

3.  The  decisions  of  the  Councils  and  the  teaching 
of  the  Fathers 

can  all  be  dispensed  with  if  the  decrees  of  the  Popes  are  to 
'be  accepted  as  the  final  test  for  the  Faith. 

C.  The  Decrees  of  the  Popes. 

As  the  Church  of  Rome  in  A.  D.  1870  solemnly 
decreed  that  her  Popes  are  infallible  when  speaking  ex 
cathedra  on  all  matters  of  Faith  and  Morals,  there  is  there- 
fore no  need  whatever  to  call  together  a 
The  Pope  is  Council  of  bishops  to  decide  matters  of 
Infallible.  doctrine.  All  can  be  referred  to  the  judg- 
ment and  will  of  this  one  man.  His  deci- 
sions become  the  law  of  the  Church,  and  must  be  loyally 
accepted  if  a man  would  be  saved.  Father  Makair  in 
his  Catechism,  p.  26  and  p.  48,  tells  us  that  “ we  must 
most  certainly  listen  to  the  instruction  of  the  Pope,  as 
though  it  was  that  of  Peter  and  of  Jesus  Christ,”  because 
“when  the  Pope  instructs  the  Church  about  Faith  and 
Morals,  according  to  the  special  promise  of  Christ,  he  is 
infallible.” 

So  the  Pope,  having  become  infallible,  can  impose  on 
the  Church  any  doctrine  he  likes,  as  he  is  superior  to  all 
Councils  of  the  Church.  His  decrees  are  of  more  import- 
ance and  are  more  authoritative  than  the  teaching  of  the 
New  Testament,  and  should  a Roman  Catholic  deliberately 
reject  them  he  cannot  possibly  be  saved  ; he  is  eternally 
damned — at  least  that  is  what  the  Roman  Church 
teaches. 

On  the  other  hand  we  confidently  assert  that  the 
Bible  is  the  only  true  test  for  all  doctrine  and  matters  of 
faith  and  practice,  and  definitely  reject  Tradition,  the 
decrees  of  Councils,  and  the  decisions  of  Popes  whenever 
they  are  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God.  Whenever  they 
agree  with  that  Word  we  gladly  accept  them. 
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In  doing  this  we  are  only  following  the  teaching  of  Pope 
Pius  II.  who  said  : “We  are  bound  to  withstand  any  man 
to  his  face,  be  he  Peter  or  be  he  Paul,  if  he  walk  not  in  the 
truth  of  the  Gospel.”  As  good  Catholics,  and  holding 
fast  to  the  Word  of  God  to  establish  our  doctrine,  we  are 
only  following  the  rule  of  the  Catholic  Church  as  decreed 
at  the  Council  of  Laodicea.  The  bishops  there  assembled 
passed  the  following  decree  : “ We  may  not  read  any 

books  that  be  without  the  Canon,  but  only  the  Canonical 
Books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,”  and  that  decree 
we  whole-heartedly  accept. 

Christ  appealed  to  the  Scriptures,  the  Apostles  appeal- 
ed to  the  Scriptures,  the  Early  Fathers  and  the  Councils  of 
the  Catholic  Church  appealed  to  the  Scriptures,  and  the 
Scriptures  are  our  Court  of  Appeal.  If  we  are  heretics, 
if  our  doctrine  is  heresy,  let  Roman  Catholics  condemn  it 
and  us  by  the  Word  of  God,  and  not  merely  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Pope  and  the  Lateran  Councils. 


CHAPTER  III 

THE  SUPREMACY  OF  St.  PETER 
His  Commission 


Roman  Catholics  claim  that  the  Popes  of  Rome  are 
the  true  successors  of  St.  Peter,  who,  they  affirm,  founded 
the  Church  of  Rome,  and  presided  over  it  as  Bishop  for 
25  years.  Accordingly  the  Popes  have  inherited  as  by 
right  all  the  prerogatives  and  authority  that  St.  Peter  is 
supposed  to  have  received  from  Christ ; they  are  the 
supreme  head  and  rulers  of  the  Church,  and  the  sole  arbit- 
13  r ..  ers  what  Christians  must  believe  if  they 
Oman  would  be  saved;  their  decisions  are  the 

nc  Claims  ior  fina]  test  of  all  doctrine  and  teaching.  In  the 
ee"  “True  Christian,”  p.41,  we  read:  “the  Popes, 
that  is,  the  Bishops  of  Rome,  are  the  successors  of  St.  Peter,” 
and  Fr.  Vitalis  goes  a step  further  in  his  Catechism  when 
he  says  on  p.  48  : “ The  Bishops  of  Rome  are  the  represen- 
tatives of  Jesus  Christ  in  the  world,  and  the  rulers  of  the 
whole  Church,  because  the  first  ruler  of  the  Church,  that 
is,  St.  Peter  established  his  throne  in  the  city  of  Rome  ; 
as  a result,  whoever  may  be  the  Bishop  of  Rome  is  also 
the  heir  to  all  the  authority  granted  to  St  Peter.” 

So  the  matter  for  enquiry  resolves  itself  into  this: — 


1 . Did  opr  Lord  grant  to  St.  Peter  any  special 
authority,  rank,  and  power  which  set  him  over  the  other 
Apostles,  and  made  him  head  over  the  whole  Church  ? 

2.  Did  St.  Peter  ever  occupy  such  a position  in  the 
Early  Church,  and  did  he  exercise  any  special  authority 
over  the  other  Apostles  ? 

3.  Did  St.  Peter  found  the  Church  in  Rome,  and 
rule  over  it  as  its  Bishop  for  25  years  ? 
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4.  Did  he  transmit  his  position,  authority  and  power 
to  his  successors,  the  Bishops  of  Rome  ? 

To  satisfy  ourselves  on  these  four  questions  we  must 
diligently  search  the  Scriptures,  carefully  weighing  every 
statement ; we  must  study  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the 
Primitive  Church,  paying  no  heed  to  incredible  and  fanci- 
ful stories  recorded  in  apocryphical  books  written  two 
hundred  years  afterwards,  and  which  were  discarded  as 
being  utterly  unreliable  by  historians  of  that  period ; we 
must  not  be  led  to  make  hasty  judgments  on  the  strength 
of  statements  made  by  partizans  of  the  Roman  theory 
very  many  years  after  the  events  ; but  by  carefully  study- 
ing and  weighing  all  the  evidence  available  we  may  be 
able  to  come  to  a right  decision  on  these  four  points. 

The  first  question  to  be  studied  and  decided  is 

1.  Did  our  Lord  delegate  to  St.  Peter  any  special 
authority,  rank  and  power  which  set  him  over  the  other 
Apostles,  and  made  him  head  of  the  whole  Church  ? Our 
Romanist  friends  say  “ Yes,  most  certainly,  ” and  for 
proof  they  quote  four  passages  from  the  Gospels,  viz: — 

1.  St.  Matthew  xvi : 18. 

2.  St.  Matthew  xvi : 19. 

3.  St.  Luke  xxii : 31-32. 

4.  St.  John  xxii : 15-17. 

As  regards  these  four  passages  of  Scripture  now 
brought  forward  to  prove  the  supremacy  of  St.  Peter  and 
his  successors,  we  would  point  out  that  no  one  of  the 
Early  Fathers  ever  connected  these  verses  with  the 
Bishops  of  Rome.  They  certainly  connected  them  with 
St.  Peter,  but  most  certainly  did  not  refer  the  promises  to 
any  of  his  successors.  Not  until  the  time  of  Pope 
Damasus  (A.  D.  370.)  do  we  find  any  writer  connecting 
these  promises  with  the  Bishops  of  Rome. 

Let  us  examine  carefully  each  of  these  four  passages. 

1.  St.  Matthew  xvi:  18.  “Thou  art  Peter,  and 
upon  this  rock  I will  build  my  Church  ; and  the  gates  of 
Hades  shall  not  prevail  against  it.” 
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Romanists  claim  that  when  our  Lord  said  these  words 
to  Peter  “ He  thereby  appointed  him  the  supreme  head  of 
His  Church,  and  gave  him  full  authority  to  legislate  for 
it  ; to  teach,  inspect  and  judge  ; to  reject  and  denounce 
all  false  doctrine,  and  to  declare  what  is  the  true  Faith  ; 
to  appoint  all  its  clergy  and  teachers  and  to  arrange  their 
work  ; in  short,  the  whole  Church,  its  officers,  its  constitu- 
tion, its  work,  were  all  entrusted  to  Peter.” — (Dr.  Murray 
of  Maynooth).  How  they  manage  to  find  all  this  in  St. 
Matthew  xvi : 18  passes  our  comprehension,  but  they  do. 
If  our  Lord  really  meant  all  this,  if  He  really  intended 
that  all  His  followers  should  for  all  time  live  in  subjection 
and  obedience  to  Peter  and  his  successors,  the  Popes  of 
Rome,  surely  we  might  expect  some  clear  statement  on 
this  point. 

We  ask  in  all  earnestness  who  first  discovered  that  our 
Lord  intended  all  that  the  Roman  Catholics  now  claim  for 
Peter  ? It  is  clear  that  Peter  himself  did  not  understand 
our  Lord’s  words  to  mean  this,  for  he  never  acted  upon 
them  ; and  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  other  Apostles  did 
not  understand  Christ’s  words  to  mean  that  any  supremacy 
had  been  granted  to  Peter,  for  we  find  them  on  several 
occasions  later  on  quarrelling  amongst  themselves  as  to 
who  should  be  accounted  the  greatest — St.  Mark  ix  : 
33-34,  St.  Matthew  xviii  : 1,  St.  Luke  ix  : 46-49.  As 
late  as  the  night  of  the  betrayal  they  were  still  arguing  and 
disputing  about  this  very  point — St.  Luke  xxii  : 24.  When 
James  and  John  begged  that  they  might  be  allowed  to  sit 
on  the  right  and  left  of  Christ  in  His  Kingdom  they  were 
quite  unaware  that  the  place  of  honour  had  been  already 
allotted  to  Peter,  as  were  also  the  other  ten  Apostles — St. 
Mark  x : 35-45.  Our  Lord  clearly  stated  that  it  was  not  in 
His  power  to  grant  such  a position  of  honour  to  any  of  His 
followers  (verse  40),  and  expressly  enjoined  that  they  were 
not  to  exercise  authority  or  domination  over  one  another 
(verse  43).  It  is  clear,  then,  that  the  Aposdes  did  not  under- 
stand from  the  words  recorded  in  St.  Matthew  xvi : 18, 


ithat  our  Lord  had  appointed  Peter  to  exercise  any  authority 
over  them. 

Did  the  great  Fathers  of  the  Primitive  Church  under- 
stand them  as  conferring  on  Peter  any  supremacy  ? Roman 
Catholics  boast  of  the  “ unanimous  consent  ” of  the  Fathers 
in  interpreting  Scripture,  but  the  following  extracts  from 
the  writings  of  some  of  the  most  illustrious  of  the  Early 
Fathers  regarding  “ the  Rock  ” on  which  the  Church  was 
founded  reveal  a striking  difference  of  opinion  among  them, 
on  this  all  important  passage  of  Scripture.  We  have 
already  referred  to  the  investigation  made  by  that  illus- 
trious scholar  of  the  Roman  Church,  Launoy,  (See  Chap- 
ter ii,  p.  19)  who  searched  the  writings  of  85  Fathers  of  the 
Primitive  Church,  and  found  a wide  divergence  of  opinion 
as  to  the  true  meaning  of  “ this  Rock.” 

For  example,  St.  Augustine,  Bishop  of  Hippo,  who  is 
described  by  Father  M.  J.  Legoc,  in  his  book 
Evidence  of  “The  Unity  of  the  Church”  as  “one  of 
Early  Fathers,  the  greatest  defenders  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  and  of  the  Catholic  See,  and  of  the 
Catholic  doctrines,”  in  his  sermon  on  this  verse,  says  : 
“ Upon  this  rock  I will  build  My  Church,  not  upon 
Peter,  whom  thou  art,  but  upon  the  rock  whom  thou 
hast  confessed.”  In  other  passages  of  his  sermons  and 
writings  Augustine  is  emphatic  that  “ on  this  rock  ” means 
" on  Christ  Himself,”  and  denies  that  it  meant  St.  Peter. 

St.  Jerome  has  a similar  interpretation  in  his  sermon 
on  Amos  ix : 12  ; he  writes  : “ Christ  is  the  Rock,  who 
granted  to  His  Apostles  that  they  also  should  be  rocks.” 
In  a sermon  on  St.  Matthew  xvi  : 18,  he  puts  into  the 
mouth  of  Peter  these  words:  “Thou  hast  exalted  me 
upon  a rock,  that  is  to  say,  upon  Thyself,  as  the  following 
passage  declares,  but  the  rock  was  Christ.”  In  a sermon 
on  Psalm  lxxxvi.  he  gives  another  interpretation  : “They, 
i.e.,  the  Apostles,  were  the  foundations,  because  the  faith  of 
the  Church  was  first  laid  on  them.  Ye  will  say,  the 
Church  is  founded  upon  Peter,  notwithstanding  in  another 
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place  the  same  thing  is  done  upon  all  the  apostles,  and  alh 
receive  the  Keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven,  and  the 
strength  of  the  Church  is  founded  equally  upon  them  all.” — 

(, Jerome  adv.  Jovin.  Lib.  1) 

St.  Chrysostom,  in  a sermon  on  “ Pentecost,”  gives 
another  meaning  to  the  words  “ Upon  this  rock,”  viz : — 

“ Christ  did  not  say  ‘ upon  Peter,’  for  He  did  not  found 
His  Church  upon  a man,  but  upon  faith.  What,  therefore,, 
means  ‘Upon  this  rock’?  It  means  upon  the  confession  con- 
tained in  his  words.”  In  another  sermon  on  St.  Matthew 
xvi : 18  he  says  : “I  say  unto  thee,  Thou  art  Peter,  and  upon 
this  rock  I will  build  My  Church,  that  is  to  say,  upon  the 
faith  of  the  Confession.  He  did  not  build  His  Church 
upon  the  man,  but  upon  his  faith.” 

St.  Basil  gives  yet  another  interpretation.  In  a 
sermon  on  Is.  ii.  he  says  : “ The  Church  is  built  upon  the 
foundation  of  the  prophets  and  apostles,”  whereas  in 
another  place  he  writes  : “ Upon  this  rock,  that  is,  upon 

this  faith,  I will  build  my  Church.”  Origen  agreed  with 
this  later  interpretation,  for  he  wrote  : “ Upon  this  con- 

fession of  Peter  the  Church  is  built.  This  faith  is  the 
foundation  of  the  Church.” 

From  this  diversity  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  most 
illustrious  teachers  and  preachers  of  the  Catholic  Church  it  > 
is  quite  obvious  that  there  was  no  “unanimous  consent  of 
the  Fathers”  as  to  the  meaning  of  this  text,  and  that  there 
was  no  universally  accepted  tradition — as  there  is  today— 
that  Peter  was  himself  the  rock  on  which  Christ  promised  I 
to  build  His  Church.  The  fact  that  the  Early  Fathers 
differed  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  text,  and  that 
sometimes  the  same  Father  gave  two  different  interpreta- 
tions of  it,  shows  quite  clearly  that  they  did  not  regard  j 
this  text  as  establishing  the  supremacy  of  Peter  in  the 
Church.  Certainly  up  to  the  end  of  the  fourth  century  no 
evidence  can  be  found  that  any  Father  of  note  understood  f 
this  text  to  confer  a perpetual  privilege  and  authority  on  , 
Peter  and  his  successors  at  Rome.  Tertullian  is  the  first  ; 
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writer  who  interpreted  the  words  “ on  this  rock”  to  mean 
“on  Peter,”  but  he  is  emphatic  that  the  privilege  was 
a personal  one,  and  was  not  transferable. 

In  the  Liturgy  of  St.  James  we  find  these  words  : 
“ For  the  strengthening  of  Thy  holy  Catholic  Church, 
which  Thou  didst  found  upon  the  rock  of  the  faith  ” and  in  the 
Roman  Missal,  in  the  Collect  for  the  Vigil  of  St.  Peter 
and  St.  Paul,  occur  these  words  : “Grant,  we  beseech 
Thee,  Almighty  God,  that  we  whom  Thou  hast  established 
on  the  rock  of  the  apostolic  confession  may  be  shaken  by  no 
disturbances.”  So  that  even  Rome  herself  is  not  certain 
whether  these  words  refer  to  St.  Peter,  or  to  his  faith. 

What  then  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  “ Thou  art 
Peter,  and  upon  this  rock  I will  build  My  Church”?  In  the 
Greek  of  the  Gospels  the  word  for  Peter  is  irerpos,  Petros, 
and  the  word  for  Rock  is  Tver  pa.,  Petra.  Petros  is  mascu- 
M . , line  gender,  petra  is  feminine,  and  the  dis- 

“ mythic v ^ i » tinction  of  genders  in  the  Greek  clearly 
1 0 shows  that  the  Church  was  not  to  be  built 

on  Peter.  Our  Lord  did  not  say  “ Thou  art  Peter,  and  on 
thee  I will  build  My  Church,”  but  “ on  this  rock, 
this  petra,”  which  is  something  different  from  Peter,  petros. 
St.  Peter  had  just  confessed  : “ Thou  art  the  Christ,  the 
Son  of  the  living  God,”  and  in  these  words  was  voicing 
the  faith  of  all  the  Apostles,  as  is  seen  from  St.  John  vi : 69  : 
“ and  we  have  believed  and  know  that  Thou  art  the  Holy 
One  of  God.”  This  confession  that  Jesus  was  indeed  the 
Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God  ; this  great  Truth,  the 
Living  Christ,  was  to  be  the  foundation  stone  of  the 
Church,  as  St.  Paul  later  points  out : “ For  other  founda- 
tion can  no  man  lay  than  that  which  is  laid,  which  is 
Jesus  Christ.” — ( I Cor.  iii : 11).  Other  stones  also  are 
used  in  the  foundation  : “ Ye  are  built  upon  the  founda- 

tion of  the  apostles  and  prophets,  Jesus  Christ  Himself 
being  the  chief  corner  stone.” — (Eph.  ii  :20).  Apostles  and 
prophets  all  form  part  of  the  foundation  of  the  Church. 
They  are  stones  in  the  building,  foundation  stones,  as 
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is  seen  in  the  picture  of  the  Church  portrayed  in  Rev. 
xxi : 14  : “ And  the  wall  of  the  city  had  twelve  founda- 

tions, and  on  them  twelve  names  of  the  twelve  apostles.” 

The  “ Rock  ” on  which  the  Church  of  God  was  to  be 
built  was  not  Peter  exclusively,  for  the  other  apostles  were 
also  foundation  stones  ; the  prophets,  too,  were  to  be 
foundation  stones  ; and  chief  amongst  them  was  Jesus 
Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God,  Who  was  to  be  the 
chief  corner  stone. — (Eph.  ii : 20).  St.  Matthew  xvi : 18 
does  not  in  any  way  establish  the  jurisdiction  of  Peter, 
and  his  successors  the  bishops  of  Rome,  over  the  whole 
Church. 

The  second  passage  of  Scripture  on  which  the  claim 
is  based  is 

2.  St.  Matthew  XVI.  1 9.-“  I will  give  unto  thee 
the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  : and  whatsoever  thou 
shalt  bind  on  earth  shall  be  bound  in  heaven  : and  what- 
soever thou  shalt  loose  on  earth  shall  be  loosed  in  heaven.” 

Without  doubt  this  was  said  to  Peter  alone  on  this 
occasion,  but  it  was  said  to  him  as  the  representative  of 
the  other  apostles,  whose  spokesman  he  had  been,  and 
within  a very  short  time  it  was  said  to  all  of  them. — See 
St.  Matt,  xviii  : 18.  That  the  words  were  said  to  Peter 
as  the  representative  of  all  the  apostles  is  borne  witness 
to  by  Ambrose,  who  wrote  : “ What  is  said  to  Peter  is 

said  to  all  the  apostles,”  and  this  is  endorsed  by  Origen, 
Cyprian,  Jerome  and  Basil,  all  of  them  leaders  in  the 
Early  Church.  Cyprian  states  in  the  clearest  terms  that 
<c  the  rest  of  the  apostles  were  what  Peter  was,  and  had  equal 
participation  in  honour  and  authority”;  while  Jerome 
writes  : “ All  the  apostles  received  the  keys  of  the 

kingdom  of  heaven.”  There  is  not  one  Father  of  note  in 
the  Early  Church  who  affirms  that  “ the  power  of  the 
keys”  was  conferred  only  on  Peter  and  his  successors,  the 
Popes.  He  was  regarded  by  them  all  as  the  representative 
of  the  Apostles  and  of  the  Church.  The  great  Augustine 
is  very  clear  on  this  point  in  many  of  his  writings.  He 
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states  most  plainly  that  it  was  the  Church  which  received 
the  power  of  the  keys,  and  not  an  individual  apostle, 
as  the  following  words  show  : “ When  He  said  unto 

Peter,  ‘ Unto  thee  will  I give  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of 
heaven,’  He  signified  thereby  the  whole  Church.”  Origen, 
too,  is  equally  clear.  Commenting  on  the  keys  he  writes  : 
“ These  words,  beings  spoken  as  unto  Peter,  are  common 
to  all  Apostles.” — (Origen  on  Matt.  Tract.  I). 

In  Rev.  i : 18  it  is  stated  that  the  keys  of  the  kingdom 
were,  not  in  Peter’s  care,  but  in  the  hands  of  Christ  Him- 
self. This  passage  in  the  Book  of  Revelation  was  written 
long  after  Peter  had  been  martyred,  and  we  rejoice  to 
learn  that  the  “ Keys  ” are  not  in  the  hands  of  an  apostle, 
but  in  the  keeping  of  the  great  Head  of  the  Church,  Jesus 
Christ. 

But  in  this  particular  passage  of  St.  Matt,  xvi : 19 

what  does  this  “ power  of  the  Keys,”  this  “ binding  and 
loosing  ” mean  ? The  words  were  addressed  to  Jews  who 
would  have  no  difficulty  in  understanding  its  Jewish  allusion. 
Whenever  a Jewish  scribe  was  admitted  to  his  office  as  a 
teacher  of  the  Law,  he  was  given  a symbolic  key  with 
which  he  was  enjoined  to  open  the  treasury  of  the  divine 
oracles,  the  Law.  Peter  was  to  be  a scribe 
Meaning  of  and  teacher  of  the  new  Law,  and  he  is  now 
“ the  power  given,  in  figurative  language,  authority  to 
of  the  Keys.”  teach  the  truths  of  the  Kingdom  and  its  laws. 

In  this  sense  Chrysostom  understood  the 
words.  He  writes  : “ The  key  is  the  knowledge  of  the 
Scriptures,  whereby  is  opened  the  gate  of  the  Truth.  ” 
— (Chrysos  in  Op.  Imperf.  Horn.  44.)  So  also  Tertullian  : 
“ What  key  had  the  doctors  of  the  Law  saving  the  exposi- 
tion of  the  Law?”  Jerome  also  gives  the  same  interpreta- 
tion : “ The  captains  of  the  Church  have  the  keys  of 

knowledge,  to  open  the  Scriptures  unto  the  people  com- 
mitted to  their  charge  ” ; in  his  commentary  on  Isaiah, 
Lib  VI,  Cap.  xiv.  he  writes  : “ The  apostles  loose  them  by 
the  word  of  God,  and  by  the  testimonies  of  the  scriptures, 
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and  by  exhortations  unto  virtue.”.  Ambrose  writes: 
“ Sins  be  forgiven  by  the  Word  of  God,  the  expounder  of 
which  is  the  priest and  Eusebius  says  : “ The  keys  are 

the  Word  of  God.”  On  the  meaning  of  the  keys  these 
Fathers  are  unanimous.  The  apostles  are  to  declare  with 
authority  what  things  are  lawful,  and  what  are  unlawful. 
The  terms  “to  bind”  and  “to  loose”  were  in  common 
usage  amongst  the  Jews.  “To  bind”  was  to  declare  a 
thing  forbidden  and  unlawful,  “ to  loose  ” was  to  declare 
it  permitted  and  lawful.  This  was  one  of  the  powers 
claimed  by  the  Rabbis,  the  religious  teachers  of  the  Jews. 
For  example,  it  was  said  : “ The  school  of  Shammai  binds 
it,  and  the  school  of  Hillel  looseth  it.”  The  rabbis  also 
believed  and  taught  that  their  decisions  were  acknowledged 
and  registered  in  Heaven.  This  power  and  authority  of 
the  rabbis  is  now  transferred  by  Christ  to  Peter,  and 
later  on  to  all  the  Apostles  ( see  St.  Matt,  xviii  : 18),  so 

that  in  this  case  no  peculiar  dignity  was  granted  to  Peter 
•exclusively.  Chrysostom  shows  that  this  authority  was 
not  confined  to  the  apostles;  his  words  are  : “The  key- 
bearers  are  the  priests,  to  whom  is  committed  the  word  of 
teaching  and  the  expounding  of  the  Scriptures,”  while 
Ambrose’ writes  : “All  we  bishops  have  in  St.  Peter  received 
the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven.” 

This  authority  “ to  loose  ” and  “ to  bind  ” was  used  by 
Peter  at  Pentecost  (Acts  ii),  and  in  the  case  of  Cornelius 
(Acts  x)  ; it  was  used  by  the  apostles  and  elders  at  the 
first  Council  of  the  Church  (Acts  xv.)  ; and  by  Paul  when 
he  declared  that  the  Jewish  Law  regarding  meats  was 
abrogated  by  the  Law  of  Christ. — See  Gal.  ii  : 16-17  and 
Gal.  v : 1-2. 

The  power  of  the  keys  over  the  earthly  Church — the 
keys  of  the  heavenly  Church  are  in  the  hands  of  Christ 
t(Rev.  i : 18.) — is  seen  in 

1.  authority  to  govern  the  Church, 

2.  authority  to  exercise  discipline  in  the  Church, 
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3.  authority  to  declare  who  shall  be  admitted  to 
the  Church, 

4.  authority  to  provide  spiritual  food  for  the 
members  of  the  Church, 

through 

(a)  the  administration  of  the  Sacraments,  and 

( b ) the  preaching  of  the  Word, 

and  this  authority  is  given  to  the  lawfully  ordained  minis- 
ters of  the  Church  to  be  exercised  by  them  on  her  behalf. 
It  is  most  certainly  not  the  peculiar  prerogative  of  the 
popes  and  priests  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

The  third  passage  of  Scripture  which  Roman  Catho- 
lics put  forward  as  asserting  the  supremacy  and  jurisdiction 
of  Peter  and  his  successors  the  popes  is 

3.  St.  Luke  XXII.  32.  “ I have  prayed  for  thee, 

that  thy  faith  fail  not ; and  when  thou  art  converted, 
strengthen  thy  brethren.” 

But  surely  this  passage  of  Scripture  reminds  us  for- 
cibly of  the  weakness  and  instability  of  the  apostle,  and  is  a 
very  strong  argument  against  his  supremacy  and  infalli- 
bility. When  our  Lord  knew  that  this  man  was  going  to 
prove  false  to  his  vows,  desert  Him,  and  deny  with  oaths 
that  he  was  one  of  His  disciples,  is  it  probable  that,  know- 
ing all  that,  He  would  straightway,  by  these  words, 
appoint  him  head  of  His  Church,  His  vice-gerent  on  earth, 
and  give  him  precedence  and  authority  over  all  the  other 
apostles  ? Even  Christ’s  prayer  did  not  save  Peter  from 
a most  grievous  fall. 

This  is  an  exhortation,  not  a promise,  and  this  exhor- 
tation to  Peter  most  certainly  cannot  be  altered  into  a 
promise  to  his  supposed  successors.  Peter  himself  did  not 
•obey  the  exhortation ; at  Antioch  instead  of  strengthen- 
ing his  brethren  he  weakened  and  perplexed  them  by  his 
-dissimulation. 

The  prayer  here  does  not  refer  to  all  time,  or  to 
Peter’s  successors,  but  to  a special  occasion,  namely,  the 
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betrayal  of  Christ,  and  his  desertion  by  the  apostle.  We 
cannot  see  in  this  text  any  reference  whatever  to  the 
Bishops  of  Rome.  Nor  is  there  any  trace  of  the  Fathers; 
of  the  Early  Church  referring  this  prayer  to  the  Bishops 
of  Rome  ; they  all  understood  it  as  a personal  promise  to- 
Peter  for  a special  occasion  when  he  would  be  severely 
tried  by  the  Evil  One.  It  is  simply  an  exhortation  to 
Peter  that  when,  by  the  grace  and  mercy  of  God,  he 
should  repent  of  his  grievous  sin  and  be  restored,  he 
should  then  endeavour  to  strengthen  the  faith  of  his- 
brethren. 

There  are  many  such  exhortations  to  be  found  in- 
Holy  Scripture ; e.g.,  Roms,  xv  : 1,  Gal.  vi  : 1,  but  they 
do  not  confer  any  sort  of  authority  or  supremacy  over  the 
Church  on  those  who  obey  them.  The  work  of  “streng- 
thening the  brethren  ” was  most  certainly  not  confined  to- 
Peter  and  his  successors.  Paul,  Timothy,  Judas  and  Silas 
were  all  spoken  of  as  “strengthening  their  brethren ,r 
(Acts  xiv  : 22  ; Acts  xv  : 32.  41  ; Acts  xviii  : 23)  ; and 
indeed  Paul  visited  Rome,  which  is  supposed  to  have 
been  Peter’s  special  field  of  work  and  responsibility,  with 
the  express  purpose  of  “establishing  ” or  “ strengthening 
the  Christians  there  in  the  Faith — (Roms,  i : 11.). 

The  Popes  of  Rome  limit  this  prayer  of  Christ’s  to 
Peter  and  to  themselves  as  his  successors,  but  we  ask  : “Did 
Christ  pray  for  Peter  only  ? Did  He  not,  on  other  occa- 
sions, pray  for  John  and  James  and  Andrew  and  for  the 
other  apostles  ? ” In  St.  John  xvii  : we  read  that  He 
prayed  for  them  all,  verse  9,  and  not  for  them  only,  but 
“for  them  also  that  believe  on  Me  through  their  word.’'- — 
verse  20. 

We  come  now  to  the  fourth  passage  of  Scripture,  viz  • — 
4.  St.  John  xxi : 15^17.  — “ Feed  My  lambs 
tend  My  sheep  ; feed  My  sheep.” 

On  these  words  the  Popes  base  their  claim  to  be  the 
chief  shepherds  of  the  flock,  and  supreme  rulers  of  the- 
Church  of  God  in  the  world.  They  interpret  these 
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symbolical  words  in  a literal  way,  and  assert  that  the  sheep 
are  the  bishops  and  priests,  and  the  lambs  are  the  laity  of 
the  Church  of  Rome. 

It  is  really  difficult  to  deal  patiently  with  such  a pre- 
posterous claim  based  on  such  a weak  foundation.  Be- 
cause Christ  told  Peter  to  feed  His  sheep,  He  did  not 
necessarily  make  him  the  chief  shepherd  of  the  whole 
world.  Certainly  none  of  the  learned  Fathers  of  the 
Early  Church  believed  or  thought  that  by  these  words 
Christ  granted  to  Peter  exclusively,  and  through  him  to- 
the  Bishops  of  Rome,  authority  over  the  whole  Church. 
St.  Augustine  affirmed  that  : “ when  it  is  said  to  Peter,  it 
is  said  to  all  the  apostles,  “Feed  My  Sheep.”  St.  Cyprian* 
agrees  with  this  : “All  of  them  were  shepherds  ; the  flock 
was  one,  which  was  fed  by  the  apostles  with  unanimous, 
agreement.”  Basil  is  equally  clear:  “Christ  said  unto- 
Peter,  Lovest  thou  Me  ? Feed  my  sheep.  And  in  like 
manner  unto  all  pastors  and  doctors  He  gave  the  same 
power.  A token  whereof  is  this,  that  all  others  bind  and 
loose  equally  as  well  as  Peter.” — (Basil  in  Vit.  Sol.  Cap. 
XXII.).  Nor  did  Peter  himself  understand  that  by  these 
words  he,  and  he  alone,  had  been  appointed  the  chief 
shepherd  of  the  flock,  for  in  his  first  Epistle  he  exhorts  his 
fellow-elders  to  share  with  him  this  responsibility.  (I 
Peter  v : 1-4).  Paul,  too,  did  not  understand  this  to  be 
the  exclusive  privilege  of  Peter,  for  he,  too,  tells  the  elders, 
of  the  Church  of  Ephesus  to  feed  the  Church  of  God 
• — (Acts  xx  : 28). 

The  three-fold  question  of  our  Lord  : “ Lovest  thou 
Me?”  and  the  thrice  repeated  instruction  to  “Feed  My 
sheep  ” remind  us  of  Peter’s  repeated  denial  of  his  Lord., 
He  had  denied  his  Lord  three  times  ; three  times  now  he 
has  to  confess  his  allegiance  to  and  love  for  Him,  and  only 
then  is  he  restored  to  his  former  position  as; 
St.  Peter’s  an  apostle  in  a thrice  repeated  exhortation.. 

Restoration.  As  Augustine  points  out:  “A  triple  con- 

fession is  made  in  reparation  of  a three-fold 
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denial.”  This  is  very  clearly  set  forth  by  Cyril,  Bishop  of 
Alexandria,  who,  when  explaining  the  meaning  of  the 
words  “ Feed  My  sheep,”  says  that  “ Peter,  with  the 
other  apostles,  had  been  already  chosen  to  the  apostle- 
ship,  but  because  he  had  thrice  denied  the  Lord,  the  Lord 
exacted  a three-fold  confession  in  place  of  his  triple 
denial,”  and  in  another  place  he  writes  : “By  the  triple 
confession  Peter  abrogated  the  sin  contracted  by  his  triple 
denial.  The  words  renew  the  former  grant  of  apostleship,” 
after  his  great  offence  of  denying  the  Lord.  Surely 
that  is  the  simple  meaning  of  the  text,  and  Roman 
Catholic  writers  must  be  very  hard  up  for  Scripture  proof 
to  substantiate  their  claim  for  supremacy  if  they  have  to 
depend  on  St.  John  xxi:  15-17  to  prove  it. 

To  sum  up.  In  these  four  passages  of  Scripture  we 
can  find  nothing  whatever  to  establish  the  Roman  claim 
to  supremacy  and  jurisdiction.  Peter  himself  did  not  so 
understand  these  words  of  Christ ; the  other  apostles  cer- 
tainly did  not  understand  that  by  these  words  Christ  had 
granted  authority  to  Peter  to  exercise  lordship  over  them  ; 
nor  did  the  great  Fathers  of  the  Early  Church  so  inter- 
pret them. 

As  the  centuries  passed  and  the  Church  of  Rome 
grew  in  wealth,  honour,  and  position,  its  bishops  began  to 
claim  the  lordship  over  the  other  Churches,  and  in  order 
to  strengthen  their  claim  they  turned  to  the  Scriptures, 
and  the  best  they  could  do  was  to  produce  these  four 
passages,  which  they  interpreted  contrary  to  the  teaching 
of  the  Apostles  and  of  the  great  Fathers  of  the  Primitive 
Church. 


CHAPTER  IV 

THE  SUPREMACY  OF  St.  PETER. 

His  position  in  the  Apostolic  Church. 

We  come  now  to  our  second  proposition,  viz  : — Did 
St.  Peter  ever  occupy  any  such  position  as  the  head  of  the 
"whole  Church  ? Was  he  recognized  as  such  ? Did  he 
exercise  any  special  authority  over  the  other  apostles  ? 

St.  Peter,  after  the  ascension  of  our  Lord,  was  un- 
doubtedly a leader  among  the  apostles,  as  he  had  been 
foremost  among  them  in  our  Lord’s  life-time.  He  was  con- 
spicuous by  his  zeal,  boldness,  and  readiness  of  speech, 
but  he  was  not  granted  any  powers  or  privileges  which 
were  not  shared  by  the  other  apostles.  The  Roman  writer, 
Cardinal  Cusanus,  is  very  clear  on  this  point  when  he 
writes  : “ We  know  that  Peter  did  not  receive  more  power 

from  Christ  than  the  other  apostles ; for 
Peter  and  the  nothing  was  said  to  Peter  which  was  not 
other  Apostles  also  said  to  the  others,  therefore  we  rightly 
are  all  Equal,  say  that  all  the  apostles  were  equal  to  Peter 
in  power.” — (Card.  Cus.  de  Cone.  Cath.  II. 
13).  The  Cardinal  was  only  endorsing  what  the  great 
Origen  had  said  centuries  before.  His  words  were  as 
follows  : “ Are  not  the  quoted  words  ‘ The  gates  of  hell 

shall  not  prevail  against  it,’  and,  ‘ upon  this  rock  I will  build 
My  Church,  ’ said  concerning  all  the  apostles,  and  each 
single  one  of  them  ? Are  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  Heav- 
en given  to  Peter  only,  and  shall  no  other  one  of  the 
blessed  men  receive  them  ? ” True,  Peter  confessed  “ Thou 
•art  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  the  living  God,”  but  he  was  only 
voicing  the  belief  of  all  the  other  disciples  (see  John  i : 49. 
John  vi  : 69.  Matt,  xiv  : 33).  He  was  commissioned  to 
preach  the  Gospel,  but  so  were  also  all  the  other  apostles 
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(Matt,  xxviii  : 18-20;  John  xx  : 19-21).  He  received  the- 1 
gift  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  but  so  did  the  rest  (John  xx  : 
22 ; Acts  ii : 2-4).  Was  Peter  builder  of  the  House  of  I 
God,  the  Church  ? So  also  was  Paul  (1  Cor.  iii  : 10).  As  1 
Cyprian  says:  “The  other  apostles  were  the  same  as  | 
Peter,  endowed  with  an  equal  fellowship  of  honour  and 
power.” — (Cyprian  “ On  the  Unity  of  the  Church.”) 

In  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  we  find  him  often  taking  1 
the  lead,  but  after  his  release  from  prison  (Acts  xii  : ),  he  ! 
disappears  almost  entirely  from  view,  and  except  for  his  ( 
speech  at  the  Council  of  Jerusalem  there  is  very  little  record  ’ 
of  his  later  doings  in  the  New  Testament.  We  read  that  i 
he  travelled  about  with  his  wife  (1  Cor.  ix  : 5),  and  that  he 
visited  Antioch  (Gal.  ii  : 11).  There  is  also  a tradition 
that  he  acted  as  Bishop  of  Antioch  for  seven  years  ; he  pos-  i 
sibly  worked  in  the  provinces  mentioned  in  I Peter  i : 1, 
and  a very  late  tradition  records  that  he  was  Bishop  of ; 
Rome,  and  died  a martyr  there. 

The  New  Testament  speaks  much  of  the  leadership  of  | 
Peter,  but  not  a single  act  of  jurisdiction  or  authority  over  ! 
the  other  apostles  on  his  part  is  recorded,  either  in  Scrip- 
ture or  in  history,  nor  is  it  stated  that  he  ever  claimed  such 
authority  : all  the  records  show  that  he  was  but  one  of  the 
apostles  of  our  Lord,  that  all  were  equal  in  status,  that 
Peter  was  “ not  superior,  nor  were  they  inferior  to  him.”  i 
This  is  emphasized  by  Cyprian,  who  writes ; “ Our  Lord 

giveth  to  all  the  apostles  after  His  resurrection  an  equal 
Evidence  of  Power>  and  saith  : “As  the  Father  sen  me,. 

even  so  send  I you.  The  other  apostles  were 
indeed  that  which  Peter  was,  endowed  with 
equal  honour  and  power.” — (Cypr.  de  Simp- 
licit.  Prcelat).  Chrysostom,  commenting  on  Gal.  ii  : 8,. 
writes  : “ St.  Paul  sheweth  that  each  apostle  did  enjoy 

equal  dignity,”  and  in  his  commentary  on  Gal.  Chap.  i.  he 
writes  : “ Paul  had  no  manner  of  lack  of  Peter,  nor  stood 

in  need  of  his  voice  or  permission,  but  in  honour  was  his 
fellow,”  while  Cyril  describes  Peter  and  John  as  “ equal  to 
one  another  in  honour.” 


the  Early 
Fathers. 
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This  evidence  from  the  Fathers  to  the  equality  of  the 
apostles  in  the  Primitive  Church  is  completely  ignored  by 
Roman  Catholic  writers,  although  in  their  anxiety  to  estab- 
lish the  supremacy  of  Peter  they  quote  any  statement,  from 
whatever  source,  however  unreliable  or  late  it  may  be, 
which  seems  to  support  their  contention  that  Peter  really 
■did  govern  the  Church,  and  exercised  a world-wide  authori- 
ty as  vicegerent  of  Christ.  Such  an  unlair  use  of  evidence 
does  not  encourage  us  to  place  any  reliance  on  the  unsup- 
ported claims  of  such  writers. 

The  verdict  of  the  Fathers  on  this  point  was  based 
upon  a study  of  the  New  Testament  records.  From  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  it  is  evident  that  Peter  never  took  it 
upon  himself  to  act  as  though  he  was  the  supreme  head  of 
the  Church.  When  the  new  order  of  deacons  was  intro- 
duced into  the  Church,  we  read  that  it  was  not  Peter  alone, 
but  the  Twelve  who  called  together  the  Church  ; it  was  the 
Church  who  chose  the  seven  men  and  brought  them  to  the 
apostles  ; it  was  the  Twelve  who  prayed  for  them  and  laid 
their  hands  on  them,  and  not  Peter  alone,  acting  as  supreme 
governor  of  the  Church. — Acts  vi  : 2-6. 

When  converts  had  been  won  in  Samaria  the  apostles 
as  a corporate  body  sent  Peter  and  John  to  consolidate  the 
work  begun  by  Philip,  and  to  confirm  the  converts  in 
their  faith.  If  Peter  had  been  the  supreme  governor  of  the 
Church  he  would  have  been  the  sender,  but  the  Scriptures 
record  that  he  was  sent  by  the  apostles. — Acts  viii  : 14. 

When  dissensions  arose  in  the  Galatian  Churches 
about  the  observance  of  the  Levitical  Law,  Paul  did  not 
appeal  to  Peter  to  decide  the  case  and  issue 
Evidence  of  his  orders  on  the  question  in  dispute,  but  he 
the  Scriptures,  and  Barnabas  were  sent  by  the  Church  to 
Jerusalem  to  consult  with  “ the  apostles  and 
elders  about  this  question.”  When  they  arrived  in 
Jerusalem  they  did  not  go  straight  to  Peter,  but  were  re- 
ceived by  “ the  Church  and  apostles  and  the  elders.” 
They  did  not  present  their  case  in  the  court  of  Peter,  but 
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before  a Council  of  “ the  apostles  and  elders.”  In  the 
course  of  the  debate  Peter  proffered  his  advice  on  the  j 
matter,  but  it  was  James,  as  head  of  the  Church  and  presi-  * 
dent  of  the  Council,  who  pronounced  judgment : “Where-  ■ 
fore  my  judgment  is,”  says  James.  As  St.  Hesychius,  , 
“ the  Theologian,”  said  : “ Peter  makes  a speech  in  the  j 
assembly,  but  James  legislates.”  There  is  no  record  that  . 
Peter  was  asked  to  confirm  the  judgment  of  the  Council. 
The  decree  was  sent  forth  in  the  name  of  “ the  apostles, 
elders,  and  brethren  to  the  brethren,”  and  not  in  the  name 
of  Peter. 

When  Peter  escaped  from  prison  it  was  to  James  as  head 
of  the  Church  in  Jerusalem  that  he  sent  the  news.  When 
Paul  visited  the  Church  in  Jerusalem  he  found  there 
“James  and  Cephas  and  John,  who  were  reputed  to  be 
pillars  of  the  Church  ” — (Gal.  ii : 9).  Note  the  order  ; the 
first  in  importance  is  James  ; Peter  only  comes  second. 

When  certain  members  of  the  Church  in  Jerusalem 
rebuked  him  for  eating  with  the  uncircumcised  (Acts  xi  : 
2-3),  it  seems  clear  by  their  rebuke  that  they  did  not 
consider  Peter  to  be  the  infallible  guide  of  the  Church,  or  ! 
its  chief  officer.  Nor  did  Peter  justify  his  action  by  claim-  i 
ing  to  have  received  authority  from  Christ  to  decide  what  I 
the  Church  should  do  in  such  matters,  but  made  a long 
apologetic  explanation  how  he  had  received  a special  revel- 
ation from  God  which  guided  him  to  act  as  he  did.  Here 
is  no  claim  to  infallibility  such  as  the  popes  make  today. 

Peter  alone  of  all  the  apostles  is  recorded  as  having 
erred  on  an  important  point  of  Church  order  and  practice, 
and  was  publicly  rebuked  by  Paul  before  the  whole  Church 
in  Antioch,  of  which  he  is  supposed  to  have  been  the 
bishop — (Gal.  ii:  11-14).  Paul  says  : “ I resisted  him  to 
the  face,  because  he  stood  condemned,”  and  this  because 
Peter  and  the  others  “ walked  not  uprightly  according  to 
the  truth  of  the  Gospel.”  Paul  evidently  thought  that 
Peter  had  misled  the  Church  in  a most  important  matter 
of  the  Faith,  yet  Roman  Catholics  say  that  he  had  received 
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a special  gift  from  Christ  which  made  him  an  infallible- 
guide.  Certainly  in  this  particular  instance  the  facts  do 
not  tally  with  the  theory. 

They  also  state  that  Peter  presided  over  and  governed 
the  whole  Church,  w’hereas  Scripture  plainly  shows  that 
his  activities  and  service  were  restricted  to  the  Jewish 
Church,  and  that  Paul  had  a very  much  larger  sphere, 
viz  : — that  of  the  whole  Gentile  world — (Gal.  ii : 7-9). 

Paul’s  activities  and  influence  far  exceeded 
Peter’s  Mission  that  of  Peter,  and  he  claimed  to  be  not  a 
is  confined  to  whit  behind  the  very  chiefest  of  the  apost- 
the  Jews.  les — (2  Cor.  xi : 5,  2 Cor.  xii : 11,  1 Cor. 

xv : 9-10).  It  was  Paul,  and  not  Peter, 
who  had  “ the  care  of  all  the  Churches,”  (2  Cor.  xi-28.) 
and  who  emphasized  the  authority  committed  to  him  by 
the  other  apostles  by  saying  : “so  I ordain  in  all  the 
Churches” — (1  Cor.  xvi  : 1.  1 Cor.  vii:  17). 

In  no  way  did  Paul  acknowledge  himself  to  be  in- 
ferior to  the  chief  of  the  apostles.  He  had  been  called  and 
commissioned,  not  by  Peter  but  by  Christ — (Gal.  i : 1.15-17, 
2 Cor.  xiii : 10).  Having  received  his  commission  and  auth- 
ority, it  is  remarkable  that  he  did  not  at  once  report  him- 
self for  orders  to  Peter  if  Peter  really  had  been  appointed 
supreme  head  of  the  Church.  But  Paul’s  action  bears  out 
the  statement  of  Ambrose  that  “ neither  was  Paul  inferior 
to  Peter  ; he  was  second  to  none.”  Chrysostom  also  en- 
dorses this  when  he  said  : “Paul  had  no  manner  of  lack  of 
Peter,  nor  stood  in  need  of  his  voice  or  permission  ; but  in 
honour  was  his  fellow” — :(Chrysos.  on  Gal.  2). 

The  same  may  be  said  of  all  the  apostles,  and  is  con- 
firmed by  Cyprian : “ The  rest  of  the  apostles  were  the 
same  that  Peter  was,  endowed  with  one  fellowship,  both  of 
honour  and  power,”  and  again  we  quote  Chrysostom  : 
“ They  were  all  in  common  entrusted  with  the  whole  world, 
and  had  the  care  of  all  the  nations.”  Was  Peter’s  commis- 
sion universal  ? So  was  that  of  the  other  apostles.  Was  he 
furnished  with  special  gifts  of  grace  and  power  ? So  were 
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they.  Was  he  sent  forth  as  an  ambassador  for  Christ  ? 
So  were  they.  Was  he  told  to  feed  the  flock  ? So  were  they. 
Was  he  empowered  to  remit  and  retain  sins?  So  were 
they.  As  Cyprian  says:  “ Christ  granted  an  equal  power 
to  all  the  apostles.”  He  had  made  no  distinction  among 
them.  Peter  realized  this,  and  never  once  in  his  sermons 
•or  epistles  alluded  to  any  sort  of  supremacy  granted  to  him 
by  Christ.  In  his  epistles  he  speaks  of  the  apostles  as  his 
•equals  (2  Pet.  iii  : 2),  and  exhorts  the  elders  of  the 
•Church  as  a “fellow-elder” — (I  Peter  v : 1). 

Surely  the  whole  question  of  Peter’s  supposed  supre- 
macy, and  therefore  the  supremacy  of  the  Popes  of  Rome, 
who  are  supposed  to  have  inherited  all  his  authority,  was 
•settled  for  all  time  by  Christ’s  clear  statement  recorded  in 
.St.  Luke  xxii  : 26.  The  apostles  were  still  quarrelling 
amongst  themselves  as  to  who  was  to  be 
Christ’s  chief  amongst  them.  If  Christ  really  had 

Judgment.  appointed  Peter  as  head,  why  did  He  not 

at  once  settle  the  quarrel  by  saying  : “I 
have  already  appointed  Peter  to  that  position  ? ” But  He 
said  nothing  of  the  sort  ; on  the  contrary  this  is  what  He 
said : “ The  kings  of  the  Gentiles  have  lordship  over 

them,  and  they  that  have  authority  over  them  are  called 
Benefactors.  But  ye  shall  not  be  so  : but  he  that  is  the 
greater  among  you,  let  him  become  as  the  younger ; and 
he  that  is  chief,  as  he  that  doth  serve.”  He  also  pointed 
out  to  them  : “Be  not  ye  called  Rabbi : for  one  is  your 
teacher,  and  all  ye  are  brethren,” — (St.  Matt,  xxiii : 8), 
and  spoke  to  them  of  “ twelve  thrones,”  thus  placing  them 
on  an  equality — (St.  Matt,  xix  : 28).  Advocates  of  the 
Petrine  supremacy  make  much  of  the  fact  that  in  the  list  of 
apostles  recorded  in  the  Gospels  Peter’s  name  heads  the 
lists.  How  do  they  account  for  the  fact  that  in  Gal.  ii  : 9 
he  only  comes  second  in  importance  to  James,  eg.  “James 
and  Cephas  and  John,  who  were  reputed  to  be  pillars  of 
the  Church  ? ” 

The  Christians  of  the  Church  of  Corinth  clearly  did 
not  recognize  any  supremacy  of  Peter,  for  we  read  in 
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1 .  Cor.  I : 10 — 12,  that  there  were  divisions  among  them,  and 
some  said  I am  of  Paul ; and  I of  Apollos  ; and  I of  Cephas  ; 
and  Paul  definitely  rebukes  them  for  using  such  party 
cries.  He  certainly  did  not  tell  them  to  submit  them- 
selves to  Peter. 

While  we  honour  the  apostle  for  his  devotion,  love 
and  service  to  his  master,  and  give  him  a primacy  of 
honour  among  the  Twelve,  for  no  one  denies  that  he  was 
eminent  among  them  ; while  we  acknowledge  that  he  was 
one  of  the  first  to  be  chosen  an  apostle,  and  was  held  in 

I high  repute  in  the  Church  as  one  of  its  leaders,  we  are  un- 
able to  grant  to  him  any  primacy  of  jurisdiction  and 
authority  over  the  other  apostles  and  over  the  Church. 

To  sum  up  the  results  of  our  investigations  : — 

1.  The  Gospels  do  not  reveal  that  our  Lord  granted 

R f to  Peter  any  special  dignity,  status,  or 

! Investigation  authority  which  He  did  not  Srant  to  the 
s ‘ other  apostles. 

2.  The  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Epistles  supply 
no  evidence  to  prove  that  Peter  ever  acted  as  though  a 
position  of  supremacy  in  the  Church  had  been  granted  to 
him  by  Christ.  There  is  no  record  that  he  ever  exercised 
authority  over  the  apostles  or  the  Church,  and  no  appeals 
were  ever  made  j,’to  his  judgment.  The  apostles  and  dis- 
ciples did  not  set  forth  on  their  missionary  journeys  at  the 
order  of  Peter  ; they  were  sent  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  Acts 
xiii : 2-4,  Acts  xvi:  6.  10,  Gal.  i : 15-17  and  ii:  2. 

3.  The  writings  of  the  early  Fathers  clearly  show  that 
in  the  Primitive  Church  the  apostles  were  all  considered 
equal,  that  none  was  greater  or  less  than  the  other. 

4.  In  the  three  Creeds  of  the  Catholic  Church,  in 
which  is  enshrined  the  Faith  of  the  Church  of  the  first  six 
centuries,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  supremacy  of  Peter. 

| His  name  even  is  not  found  in  the  Creeds,  and  they  cer- 
tainly contain  no  instruction  that  we  must  submit  our- 
selves to  his  successors. 
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5.  In  the  decrees  of  the  great  Church  Councils  of 
the  first  six  centuries  we  can  find  no  instruction  or  order 
that  we  must  submit  ourselves  to  Peter  and  his  successors 
the  bishops  of  Rome,  or  be  cut  off  from  the  communion  of 
the  Catholic  Church. 

6.  It  is  inconceivable  that  if  our  eternal  salvation 
depends  on  our  acceptance  of  this  dogma  of  the  supremacy 
of  Peter,  our  Lord  would  fail  to  tell  his  disciples  so  in  plain 
unmistakable  words.  It  is  inconceivable  that  his  appoint- 
ment, on  which  so  much  depends,  should  have  been  con- 
cealed from  the  Church  for  the  first  four  centuries,  and 
that  during  that  time  not  one  of  the  bishops  of  Rome 
ever  claimed  that  august  position. 


CHAPTER  V 

St.  PETER— BISHOP  OF  ROME 


We  have  now  to  deal  with  the  third  proposition  of 
Chapter  III.  Did  St.  Peter  found  the  Church  of  Rome  ? 
Did  he  rule  over  it  as  bishop  for  25  years  ? Our  Roman 
brethren  answer  these  questions  with  a most  emphatic 
‘‘  Yes,”  and  base  their  claim  for  the  supremacy  of  the  popes 
over  the  whole  Church  on  the  supposition  that  their  answer 
is  historically  correct.  Fr.  Makair,  in  his  Catechism  p.48, 
asks  : “ Why  is  the  Bishop  of  Rome  the  representative  on 

this  earth  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  ruler  of  the  whole 
Church  ?”  and  himself  supplies  the  answer  : “ Because  the 
first  ruler  of  the  Church,  that  is  St.  Peter,  established  his 
throne  in  the  city  of  Rome.  Accordingly  whoever  is  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  is  also  the  heir  of  all  the  authority  and 
prerogatives  of  St.  Peter.” 

Fr.  Bruno  devotes  pp.  304-318  of  his  book  to  Peter’s 
residence  in  Rome  as  its  bishop,  and  although  he  repeat- 
edly states  that  “ Peter  was  the  first  to  preach  the  Gospel 
in  Rome,”  he  offers  no  historical  reference  whatever  to 
prove  his  statement.  Another  Roman  writer  boldly  de- 
clares that  “ a host  of  early  authorities  positively  affirms 
the  fact,”  but  conveniently  omits  to  quote  a single  one  of 
them. 

Will  our  Roman  friends  supply  answers  to  the  follow- 
ing questions,  and  at  the  same  time  give  historical  refer- 
ence to  corroborate  their  answers  ? — 


1. — Did  our  Lord  appoint  Peter  Bishop  of  Rome  ? 

Cardinal  Bellarmine  asserts  that  “ God 
commanded  Peter  to  fix  his  see  at  Rome,” 
and  “ it  is  not  improbable  that  our  Lord  gave 
an  express  command  that  Peter  should  fix 
his  see  at  Rome.”  We  are  unable  to  find  any  allusion  in 
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the  Gospels  to  this  alleged  appointment.  Will  they  kindly 
supply  the  reference  ? 

2.  — Did  the  Apostles  appoint  him  bishop  of  Rome  ? 

3.  — Did  the  people  of  Rome  elect  him  ? 

4.  — Or  did  he  appoint  himself? 

5.  — Where  are  the  records  of  these  proceedings  ? 

If  we  desire  contemporary  evidence,  that  can  only  be  found 
in  the  New  Testament,  for  there  are  no  other  books  of  the 
first  century  dealing  with  this  subject  now  in  existence. 
There  are  traditions  of  the  second,  third  and  fourth  cen- 
turies galore,  but  the  New  Testament  is  the  only  source  for 
the  first  century.  In  the  New  Testament  there  is  no  record 
that  Peter  ever  visited  Rome  at  all  ; certainly  none  that 
he  resided  there  for  25  years  as  bishop  ; and  none  what- 
ever that  he  transmitted  his  position  and  authority  to  any 
successor. 


According  to  Fr.  Bruno  Peter  was  Bishop  of  Antioch 
for  seven  years,  and  then  in  the  eleventh  year  after  the 
ascension  of  our  Lord,  after  visiting  Jerusalem  he  went  to 
Rome,  and  was  “ the  first  to  preach  the  Gospel  in  Rome/’ 
He  made  many  converts,  and  ordained  a large  number  of 
priests  and  bishops,  (28  individuals  are  named),  and  sent 
them  as  missionaries  to  many  towns  and  countries,  the 
names  of  which  are  given  on  p.  308  of  “ Catholic  Belief.” 
R claims  ^°r  t*iese  statements  no  reference  to  any 
, p . contemporary  historian  is  given  to  vouch 

_.a,  e e]fwas  for  their  truth,  but  he  does  sav  they  are 
Bisnop  oi  « recorded  in  the  Roman  Martyrology.” 

ome.  This  Roman  Martyrology  was,  however, 

re-edited  by  Cardinal  Baronius  in  the  sixteenth  century, 
and  names  were  inserted  and  interpolations  made  for  which 
there  was  no  historic  evidence  whatever,  his  object  being 
merely  to  prove  the  supremacy  of  Peter,  and  that  of  his 
successors,  the  bishops  of  Rome. 

Is  it  possible  that  all  this  activity  on  the  part  of  the 
supreme  head  and  governor  of  the  whole  Church  was 
ignored  deliberately  by  the  writer  of  the  Acts  of  the 
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Apostles,  who  instead  recorded  carefully  the  work  of  St. 
Paul,  who  was  not  even  one  of  the  original  twelve  Apos- 
tles ? Fr.  Bruno  gives  quotations  from  the  writings  of 
Eusebius,  Jerome,  Sozomen,  Augustine,  and  others  regard- 
ing the  work  of  Peter  in  Rome,  but  all  of  these  lived  in  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  so  that  what  they  record  is 
certainly  not  contemporary  evidence.  Another  Roman 
writer,  Fr.  C.  F.  B.  Allnatt,  also  affirms  that  “The  his- 
torical evidence  of  this  fact  (that  Peter  was  Bishop  of  Rome 
for  25  years)  is  full  and  clear,  and  may  be  said  to  be 
simply  overwhelming”;  but  again  none  of  the  evidence 
produced  is  contemporary,  and  only  writers  of  the  fourth 
and  fifth  centuries  are  quoted. 

If  Peter,  having  been  Bishop  of  Antioch  for  seven 
years, — as  many  Roman  writers  state, — then  decided  to 
make  Rome  his  headquarters,  and  appointed  himself  bishop 
of  the  Church  there,  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  it  was 
against  the  rule  and  practice  of  the  Early  Catholic  Church 
for  a bishop  to  transfer  himself  to  another  bishopric.  A 
transfer  from  a poor  to  a wealthy  city  was  condemned  by 
various  Councils,  such  as  those  of  Nicaea,  Chalcedon. 
Antioch,  and  Sardica.  It  was  reprobated  by  these 
Councils  as  revealing  a spirit  of  avarice  and  ambition,  and 
was  described  as  “spiritual  adultery.” 

If  Peter  became  bishop  af  Rome  in  the  second  year  of 
the  Emperor  Claudius,  he  appears  to  have  neglected  his 
duties  very  much,  for  he  was  absent  from  his  diocese  a lot, 
and  never  even  took  the  trouble  to  write  letters  to  his 
Church  during  his  long  absence.  It  is  certainly  a bad 
example  of  non-residence  on  the  part  of  a bishop  ; such 
non-residence  was  very  strongly  disapproved  by  individual 
Fathers  and  by  several  Councils  of  Bishops.  One  writer 
endeavours  to  excuse  this  neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
Apostle  by  saying  that  he  was  obliged  to  leave  Rome  when 
Claudius  expelled  the  Jews  from  the  city  in  A.  D.  52,  and 
that  being  responsible  for  the  oversight  of  all  the  Churches, 
he  was  unable  to  return  until  near  the  date  of  his 
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martyrdom.  If  this  was  so,  why  did  he  undertake  the 
spiritual  care  of  such  an  important  Church  when  he  was  | 
unable  to  minister  to  it  properly  ? Why  did  he  not  resign 
in  favour  of  someone  who  could  properly  fulfil  his  duties 
to  the  Church  ? 

The  evidence  of  the  New  Testament  does  not  support 
the  assertion  that  Peter  founded  the  Church  in  Rome, 
in  fact  it  makes  no  mention  anywhere  of  Peter  in  connection  , 
with  that  Church  ; hence  the  question  arises  : who  was  the 
first  to  preach  the  Gospel  in  Rome,  and  by  whose  efforts 
was  the  Church  founded  there  ? In  the  first  century  there 
was  a very  large  and  well-established  colony  of  Jews  in 
Rome,  and  many  of  these  annually  visited  Jerusalem  for 
the  Jewish  festivals  or  for  trade.  There  were  such  visitors 
from  Rome  in  the  vast  crowd  which  listened  to  Peter  and 
the  other  Apostles  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  (Acts  ii  : 10), 
and  it  is  probable  that  some  of  these  “ strangers  from 
Rome”  were  converted  and  baptized,  and  on  their  return 
to  Rome  preached  the  Gospel  there. 

The  first  historical  reference  to  the  establishment  of 
Christianity  in  Rome  may  be  in  respect  of  the  “ continual 
disturbances”  in  the  Jewish  community  in  the  reign  of  the 
Emperor  Claudius,  A.  D.  50,  “ at  the  instigation  of  Chres- 
tus  ” ; this  may  be  an  allusion  to  the  disputes  between  Jews 
and  Christians,  on  account  of  which  Claudius  ordered  all 
Jews  to  leave  Rome — (Acts  xviii : 2). 

There  is  no  mention  in  the  Acts  of  any  Apostle  visit- 
ing Rome  before  the  arrival  of  Paul  as  a prisoner,  A.D.  61, 
(Acts  xxviii  : 16),  but  there  were  certainly  Christians  in 
Rome  before  Paul’s  arrival,  and  it  was  to  these  Christians 
that  he  addressed  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans.  A.  D.  58. 
Many  of  the  Jews  who  had  been  banished  from  Rome  by 
the  edict  of  Claudius  had  probably  come  under  the  in- 
fluence of  Paul  in  the  various  places  he 
No  evidence  visited  on  his  missionary  journeys,  and 
of  this  from  on  their  return  to  Rome  may  have 
Scripture.  joined  the  Church  that  had  sprung  up 
there.  Some  of  their  names  are  recorded 
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in  Roms,  xvi : 3 — 15,  and  among  them  were  Prisca  and 
Aquila  (v.  3.),  who  may  very  well  have  been  among  those 
who  first  preached  the  Gospel  in  Rome,  and  helped  to 
found  the  Church  there. 

If  Peter  had  personally  founded  the  Church  in  Rome, 
and  was  presiding  over  it  as  bishop,  it  is  very  strange  that 
Paul  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Roman  Christians  sends  him  no 
salutation  or  greeting  whatever,  and  makes  no  mention  of 
him,  or  his  work,  or  his  teaching.  Some  writers  endeavour  to 
explain  this  omission  by  saying  Paul  purposely  omitted 
any  reference  to  Peter,  as  this  might  lead  to  his  arrest 
by  the  Roman  authorities  if  the  epistle  came  into  their 
hands.  They  conveniently  overlook  the  fact  that  in 
Chapter  xvi  Paul  mentions  by  name  28  of  his  personal 
friends  and  leaders  of  the  Church  in  Rome.  No,  that  ex- 
planation does  not  satisfy  us.  The  only  reason  why  Peter 
is  not  mentioned  is  that  up  to  the  time  of  Paul’s  writing 
Peter  had  not  even  visited  Rome,  and  he  certainly  was  not 
the  first  to  preach  the  Gospel  in  that  city,  nor  was  he  the 
founder  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  as  many  writers  so  con- 
fidently assert. 

Paul,  on  his  arrival  as  a prisoner  in  Rome,  A.  D.  61, 
at  once  called  together  the  Christians  and  the  Jews,  and 
explained  to  them  the  Gospel  he  preached  (Acts  xxviii : 
17 — 31.),  and  during  his  two  years  residence  there  as  a 
prisoner  he  organized  and  consolidated  the  Church — 
(Phil,  i : 13,  iv  : 22). 

A number  of  writers  state  that  in  this  work  Paul  was 
assisted  by  Peter,  e.g  , Dionysius,  Bishop  of  Corinth,  170, 
writes  : “ Peter  and  Paul  unitedly  established  the  Church,  ” 
and  this  is  corroborated  by  Irenaeus,  190,  Clement  of 
Alexandria,  200,  and  several  later  writers.  Clement  of 
Rome,  96,  mentions  in  his  Epistle  to  Corinth  that  Peter 
and  Paul  died  as  martyrs,  but  does  not  say  that  they  died 
in  Rome.  The  first  clear  statement  that  Peter  laboured  for 
sometime  with  Paul  in  Rome  is  that  Dionysius,  A.  D.  170. 
This  was  accepted  by  the  Churches  of  Asia,  Alexandria, 
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and  Carthage,  and  is  generally  believed  today  by  all 
Catholics,  Protestants  and  Romans  alike. 

From  a careful  study  of  the  evidence  of  the  New 
Testament,  it  seems,  however,  most  improbable  that  Peter 
had  laboured  in  Rome  prior  to  the  time  when  Paul  wrote 
his  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  and  the  account  of  Paul's 
arrival  in  Rome  (Acts  xxviii : 14-16)  seems  to  exclude 
the  possibility  of  Peter  having  been  in  Rome  at  that  time, 
i.e,  A.  D.  61.  In  the  Epistles  Paul  wrote  during  his  first 
imprisonment  in  Rome,  viz  : — Philippians,  Colossians  and 
Philemon,  he  relates  how  the  Gospel  had  progressed  in 
Rome,  but  makes  no  mention  of  Peter  as  sharing  in  the 
work.  The  second  Epistle  to  Timothy  was  written  during 
Paul’s  second  imprisonment  in  Rome,  and  although  he 
names  a number  of  his  friends  and  associates  of  that  time 
(2  Tim.  vi  : 10-12,  20-21),  he  makes  no  reference  what- 
ever to  Peter. 

It  is  possible  that  Paul  invited  Peter  to  visit  him  in 
Rome|  so  that  they  might  unitedly  consolidate  and  unify 
the  Church,  in  which  there  were  both  Gentile  and  Jewish 
converts.  Peter  probably  arrived  in  Rome  towards  the 
end  of  Paul’s  first  imprisonment,  in  the  spring  of  A.  D.  63, 
after  Paul  had  written  and  despatched  the  Epistles  of 
the  first  imprisonment,  and  this  would  explain  why  there 
is  no  mention  of  Peter  in  them.  Peter  then  probably 
worked  sometime  with  Paul,  teaching  and  building  up  the 
Church,  but  had  left  Rome  before  Paul  wrote  his  second 
epistle  to  Timothy  during  his  second  imprisonment.  He 
must,  however,  have  returned  to  Rome  before  A.  D.  67.  as 
tradition  is  unanimous  that  he  suffered  martyrdom  there 
at  that  date. 

The  second  century  tradition,  that  Peter  laboured  in 
Rome,  gradually  grew  until  in  the  fourth  century  it  was 
asserted  that  he  was  bishop  there  for  25  years.  This  asser- 
tion is  found  in  the  apochryphal  writings  which  were  com- 
piled from  the  Clementine  Homilies  and  Recognitions, 
Gnostic  heretical  writings  of  about  the  end  of  the  second 
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century,  and  the  story  attained  its  final  form  »t  the  end. 
of  the  fourth  century. 


Rome’s  claim 
is  based  on 
Apocryphal 
Books. 


The  apochryphal  books  from  which  the  story  of 
Peter’s  work  as  Bishop  of  Rome  has  been  built  up  are  : — 

1.  The  Acts  of  Peter  and  Paul, 

2.  The  Gospel  according  to  Peter, 

3.  The  Preaching  of  Peter, 

4.  The  Apocalypse  of  Peter. 

These  books  and  those  of  the  Clementine 

Homilies  and  Recognitions  are  full  of  weird  and  incredible 
stories  about  Peter,  concerning  which  Eusebius,  the  great 
historian  of  the  Early  Church,  wrote  in  the  fourth  century  : 
“ We  do  not  own  these  as  handed  down  among  the  Catho- 
lic books,  because  no  Church  writer,  either  among  the 
ancients  or  among  our  own  contemporaries,  has  ever 
used  the  testimonies  to  be  derived  from  them.  ” Pope 
Gelasius  (492 — 496)  also  condemned  the  pseudo-Clement 
documents  which  contained  the  story  of  Peter  and  his 
work  as  bishop  in  Rome  as  spurious  and  unworthy  of 
serious  consideration.  Yet  evidence  which  was  rejected  as  un- 
trustworthy by  all  Early  Church  writers  is  now  freely  used  by- 
Roman  Catholic  writers  to  bolster  up  their  claim  that  Peter  was 
the  first  Bishop  of  Rome. 


Those  who  loudly  and  confidently  proclaim  their 
belief  that  Peter  was  the  first  Bishop  of  Rome  quite 
overlook  the  fact  that  it  would  have  been  derogatory  to- 
his  apostleship  for  Peter  to  become  a bishop.  The  apostles- 
were  of  the  first  rank  among  the  officials  of  the  Church. 
From  Eph.  iv  :11  and  1 Cor.  xii  : 28  it  is  clear  that  theirs 
was  a special  order  and  dignity.  The  apostolic  office 
was  personal  and  temporary,  and  was  not  communicable 
to  others.  It  was  in  every  way  extraordinary,  it  was  con- 
ferred by  Christ  in  a special  manner,  and  was  designed' 
for  special  purposes.  The  apostles  were  endowed  with- 
special  powers,  none  of  which  could  be  passed  on  by  them 
to  other  men — (2  Cor.  xii : 12.  Roms,  xv  : 18.  Gal.  i : 1). 
The  apostleship  conferred  by  Christ  w7as  for  the  whole 
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world  ; bishops  were  appointed  by  the  apostles  to  live  and 
work  in  one  place,  as  Chrysostom  writes  : “ Bishops  do 
sit  and  are  employed  in  one  place,”  and  we  have  an 
instance  of  this  when  Paul  appointed  Timothy  to  Ephesus 
and  Titus  to  Crete.  Bellarmine  writes  that  “ Bishops 
have  no  part  of  the  true  apostolical  authority.” 

Chrysostom  also  writes  about  this  office  of  the  apos- 
tles. He  says  that  it  confers  “ the  greatest  authority,” 
that  apostles  are  “ the  chief  of  authorities,”  that  “no  one 
•can  be  superior  to  an  apostle,  there  is  no  one  equal  to  an 
apostle,  “and this  he  writes  more  especially  in  reference 
to  Paul. 

Certainly  the  primacy  of  Peter,  whatever  it  may  have 
been,  was  not  transferable  to  others,  and  ceased  with  him. 
The  second  Epistle  of  Peter  was  written  just  before  he  died 
a martyr,  and  was  written  to  remind  the  readers  what  it 
was  essential  they  should  know  (c.  i : 15.),  but  in  it  Peter 
made  no  reference  to  any  successor  to  himself  to  whom 
they  should  look  for  guidance. 

There  is  as  good  reason  for  calling  Paul  the  first 
bishop  of  Rome  as  for  describing  Peter  as  its  first  bishop, 
but  as  a matter  of  fact  neither  apostle  was  bishop  of  Rome 
in  the  modern  sense  of  the  world.  While  we  do  not  in 
any  way  deny  the  apostolic  origin  of  episcopacy,  it  is  ex- 
tremely doubtful  whether  the  order  of  bishops  as  we 
understand  it  today  was  established  as  early  as  A.  D.  42, 
the  date  that  Romanists  say  the  apostle  became  bishop  of 
Rome. 

One  other  objection  may  be  noticed.  From  Gal.  ii  : 
7-9  it  appears  that  the  Jewish  converts  throughout  the 
world  were  committed  to  the  special  care  of  Peter. 
Surely  such  a wide  field,  necessitating  constant  travelling 
in  many  countries,  would  have  prevented  Peter  from 
accepting  the  bishopric  of  only  one  city,  especially  as, 
owing  to  the  edict  of  Claudius,  the  Jews  had  been  expelled 
from  Rome. 
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From  all  the  evidence  available  it  seems  impossible  to 
accept  the  claim  that  Peter  either  founded  the  Church  of 
Rome,  or  ever  acted  as  its  bishop. 


CHAPTER  VI 


THE  POPES  OF  ROME  AS  THE  SUCCESSORS 
OF  St.  PETER 


Having  proved  to  their  own  satisfaction,  though  most  | 
certainly  not  to  ours,  that  St.  Peter  was  the  first  Bishop  oft 
Rome,  and  the  supreme  head  and  governor  of  the  whole 
Church,  Roman  Catholics  then  proceed  to  claim  that  the  | 
popes  are  lineal  descendants  of  Peter,  and  the  rightful 
heirs  of  all  his  authority,  dignity  and  powers. 


are  Peter’s 
successors. 


A Jesuit  priest  states  that  “For  Catholics,  the  trans- 
mission of  Peter’s  prerogatives  to  the  bishops  of  Rome 
P , . constitutes  a dogmatic  fact.  No  distrust 
aims  on  point  is  permitted  to  the  Catholic." 

So  we  have  Fr  Makair,  on  p.  48  of  his 
Catechism,  asserting  that  “ Whoever  is  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  is  also  the  heir  to  the 
authority  and  prerogatives  of  St.  Peter.”  Fr.  Carson,  in 
his  book  on  “ Some  prerogatives  of  Peter,”  pp.  14-15, 
waxes  eloquent  on  the  powers  which  Peter  transmitted  to- 
his  successors.  He  writes  : “ Peter  has  universal  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  whole  Church  of  God  ; all  are  subject 

to  him,  he  to  none  save  God.  No  one  is  above  him  on 

earth  ; from  his  command  there  is  no  appeal his 

laws,  his  decisions,  his  rule  of  Faith,  his  doctrine — and 
remember,  Peter’s  successors  are  included  under  Peter’s; 
name,  as  they  are  heirs  of  Peter’s  privileges — are  final, 
unquestionable,  infallible,  inviolable.”  Fr.  Allnatt  states, 
but  on  what  authority  we  have  no  means  of  knowing,  that 
“ Heretics  and  schismatics,  as  well  as  Catholics,  have  regard- 
ed the  succession  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome  from  St.  Peter 
as  a matter  of  unimpeachable  historical  certainty.”  Con- 
fronted with  such  very  definite  claims  on  behalf  of  the 
bishops  of  Rome  it  is  clearly  our  duty  to  investigate  them,. 
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and  find  out  whether  history  corroborates  them,  or 
whether  they  are  merely  the  unsupported  statements  of 
Roman  apologists. 

First  we  would  point  out  that  we  can  find  nothing  in 
the  New  Testament  which  would  lead  us  to  believe  that 
Peter  ever  made  such  claims  for  himself,  as  Fr.  Carson 
makes  for  him  and  his  successor,  and  there  is  certainly 
no  passage  of  Scripture  which  records  that  Peter  bequeath- 
ed whatever  spiritual  authority,  power,  or  position  he 
possessed  to  any  successor.  In  his  last  will  and  testament, 
the  first  and  second  Epistles  of  Peter,  he  makes  no 
reference  to  any  particular  successors,  but  as  a “ fellow 
elder  ” he  commits  the  care  and  oversight  of  the  Churches 
to  the  elders,  and  not  to  any  individual.  “ Tend  the 
flock  of  God,”  he  writes,  “ which  is  amongst  you,  exercis- 
ing the  oversight,  not  of  constraint,  but  willingly,  according 
unto  God  ; nor  yet  for  filthy  lucre,  but  of  a ready  mind.” 
— (1  Peter  v : 1-2). 


If  the  government  of  the  whole  Church  was  to  be 
handed  on  to  a particular  individual,  if  that  individual 
was  to  be  the  infallible  guide  and  teacher  of  all  men,  if  he 
was  to  be  the  sole  heir  of  all  Peter’s  dignities  and  powers, 
surely  it  is  strange  that  Peter  made  no  allusion  whatever 
to  this.  If  our  salvation  depends  on  our  subjection  and 
obedience  to  the  successors  of  Peter,  we  might  expect  some 
clear  utterance  from  Peter  on  this  point.  But  we  can 
find  no  such  utterance  or  direction  in  the  writings  of  the 
Apostle. 


We  ask,  “ When  was  this  successor  appointed  ? When 
Who  appoint-  was  *nsta^e<^  t^1^s  °ffice  ? What  was 
ed  Peter’s  manner  and  circumstances  of  his 

5 appointment  ? ” St.  Luke,  who  wrote  the 

Acts  of  the  Apostles  after  the  martyrdom  of 
Peter,  and  who  always  made  most  careful  enquiries  to 
ascertain  all  the  facts  before  he  placed  them  on  record, 
makes  no  mention  of  any  such  successor,  nor  refers  to  any 
supreme  governor  of  the  Church  of  his  time* 
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Again  we  ask,  “ When  did  Peter  appoint  his  successor  ? 
Was  it  during  his  lifetime  ? ” If  so,  that  was  against  all 
Church  order  and  custom.  Pope  Innocent  I condemned 
such  a practice,  in  an  epistle  to  the  clergy  of  Constanti- 
nople, in  which  he  wrote  : “ None  hath  power  to  ordain 

another  in  the  place  of  one  living  and  the  Council  of 
Antioch,  in  its  canon  No.  23,  decreed  that  “ it  should  not  . 
be  lawful  for  any  bishop  to  constitute  another  in  his  room  | 
to  succeed  him,  although  he  were  even  at  the  point  of  | 
death.”  So  that  if  Peter,  the  head  of  the  Church,  really 
did  consecrate  Linus  or  Clement,  as  Roman  Catholic  i 
writers  state,  although  they  are  not  certain  which,  then  ‘ 
Peter  introduced  a custom  into  the  Church  which  was 
afterwards  condemned  by  a pope  and  a Church  Council  ! 

When  we  pass  from  the  New  Testament  records  to  ! 
the  writings  of  the  Early  Fathers  we  can  find  no  mention 
of  any  successor  inheriting  the  powers  of  Peter.  Origen,  j 
Chrysostom,  Augustine,  Cyril,  Jerome,  Theodoret,  etc.,  ! 
make  no  mention  in  their  writings  of  any  such  supremacy 
or  authority  conferred  by  Peter  on  his  successor.  Many 
of  the  Fathers  have  commented  on  Matt,  xvi : 18,  and 
John  xxi  : 17,  but  not  a single  one  applied  them  to  the 
Roman  bishops  as  Peter’s  successors  ; not  one  affirmed  that 
the  primacy  of  the  pope  was  the  result  of  our  Lord's 
promise  to  Peter ; not  one  has  explained  the  “ rock  ” as 
the  office  given  to  Peter  to  be  passed  on  to  his  successors.  As 
regards  Luke  xxii  : 32,  there  is  no  Father  of  the  first 
seven  centuries  who  thought  that  this  promise  made  to 
Peter  applied  also  to  the  bishops  of  Rome.  The  first  to 
do  so  was  Pope  Agatho,  in  680.  Augustine,  in  the  75 
chapters  of  his  Pastoral  Letter  on  the  Unity  of  the  Church, 
written  to  urge  the  Donatists  to  return  to  the  Catholic 
Church,  makes  no  mention  of  the  necessity  of  obedience 
and  submission  to  the  bishop  of  Rome  as  the  successor  of 
Peter  and  the  supreme  head  of  the  Church. 

In  fact  we  are  left  in  doubt  as  to  who  that  successor 
really  was.  Tertullian  states  that  Peter  ordained  Clement 


who  really 
was  Peter’s 
successor. 


to  succeed  him,  while  Irenaeus  records  that  “ the  apostles,. 
v , i.e.  Paul  and  Peter,  having  founded  and 

JNO  one  nows  reare(j  ^ Church,  delivered  the  episcopal 
office  into  the  hands  of  Linus.”  Which  of 
these  two  men,  Clement  or  Linus,  was  the 
true  successor  of  Peter,  and  rightful  heir  of 
his  authority  and  supremacy  ? We  are  also  left  in  doubt  as 
to  who  succeeded  either  Linus  or  Clement,  for  in  some 
records  we  find  a Cletus,  in  others  an  Anacletus  ; were 
these  different  individuals,  or  one  and  the  same  person  ? 
Anyway  there  is  some  doubt,  even  in  Roman  Catholic 
minds,  as  to  who  was  the  real  successor  of  Peter.  There 
are  five  lists  of  the  first  bishops  of  Rome  extant,  and  of 
these  not  one  agrees  with  the  others  in  the  names  and 
order  of  the  first  seven  bishops.  When  there  is  such 
confusion  and  division  of  opinion  among  Roman  Catholics, 
as  to  who  succeeded  Peter,  how  can  there  be  any  certainty 
as  to  who  was  the  rightful  heir  to  all  Peter’s  authority  and 
powers  ? 


Whoever  he  was,  he  was  not  ordained  to  the  office  of 
an  apostle,  for  that  was,  as  we  have  seen,  not  transferable, 
and  the  office  ceased  on  the  death  of  the  last  of  the 
apostles.  Grant,  for  argument’s  sake,  that  either  Linus, 
or  Clement  was  consecrated  Bishop  of  Rome  ; did  either 
of  these,  as  Bishop  of  Rome,  claim  superiority,  precedence, 
and  authority  over  the  apostle  John,  “ the  disciple  whom 
Jesus  loved,”  who  lived  a long  time  after  Peter  had  been 
martyred  ? Was  St.  John  subject  to,  inferior  to  Linus,  or 
Clement,  or  Cletus,  or  Anacletus  ? Surely  St.  John  and 
the  other  apostles  who  survived  Peter  had  a greater  claim 
to  the  supremacy  of  the  Church  than  any  of  these  men  ? 
We  cannot  imagine  that  the  Church  honoured  them  above 
the  apostles.  The  claim  made  on  behalf  of  Linus  or 
Cletus,  or  whoever  really  was  consecrated  the  first  Bishop 
of  Rome,  to  be  the  heir  of  Peter’s  authority  and  position 
is  really  too  absurd  to  need  our  serious  attention. 

Leaving  aside  St.  John  and  the  other  apostles,  why 
should  Cletus  or  Linus  or  Clement  be  preferred  to  Euodius, 


the  man  who  succeeded  Peter  as  Bishop  of  Antioch?  Was 
not  Peter  Bishop  of  Antioch  before  he  became  Bishop  of 
Rome?  Fr.  Bruno  and  others  say  he  was.  Why  should 
Antioch,  the  town  which  yielded  so  many  converts  to  the 
Faith,  the  town  where  believers  were  first  known  as 
Christians,  the  scene  of  the  labours  of  Paul  and  Barnabas, 
and  the  town  where  Peter  was  bishop  for  seven  years,  why 
should  such  a town  and  Church  sink  into  oblivion,  while 
Rome  usurps  the  supremacy  over  the  whole  Catholic 
Church  ? Antioch  was  described  by  the  Council  of  Cons- 
tantinople as  “ the  most  ancient  and  truly  apostolical 
Church.”  Why  must  she  resign  this  position  to  the 
Church  of  Rome  ? 


That  Clement  did  not  claim  for  himself  the  supremacy 


The  first 
Bishops  of 
Rome 


of  the  Church,  or  believe  that  he,  as.  the 
successor  of  Peter,  was  superior  to  the  other 


claim  Supre 
inacy. 


did  not  aPost^es>  *s  dearly  shown  in  his  greeting  to 
St.  James,  when  he  sent  his  first  epistle  to 
him.  His  words  to  James  are  : “ I send 

greeting  unto  James,  the  brother  of  our 
Lord,  and  the  Bishop  of  Bishops,  Governor  of  the  Holy 
Church  of  the  Jews  at  Jerusalem,  and  also  of  all  the 
Churches  that  by  God’s  providence  are  everywhere  found- 
ed.” Here  is  a respectful  greeting  from  one  bishop  to 
another ; it  most  certainly  is  not  that  of  a superior  to  an 
inferior.  It  definitely  recognizes  the  bishop  of  Jerusalem 
as  the  Governor  of  all  the  Churches. 


If  some  of  the  privileges  and  powers  of  Peter  were 
really  passed  on  to  the  popes — which  we  do  not  admit — 
why  were  they  not  all  bequeathed  to  them  ? The  apostle’s 
words  were  validated  by  miracles,  his  shadow  even  radiated 
healing  power  to  the  sick,  but  we  do  not  read  that  his  suc- 
cessors healed  the  sick  or  raised  the  dead.  His  epistles  were 
included  in  the  canon  of  Holy  Scripture,  and  no  one 
doubts  that  they  were  written  under  the  inspiration  of  the 
Holy  Spirit,  but  we  cannot  say  the  same  of  the  Bulls  and 
Encyclical  Letters  which  issue  from  the  Papal  offices 
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today.  Yet  the  claims  made  today  for  the  popes  far  exceed 
anything  made  for  Peter.  He  never  claimed  infallibility, 
but  that  claim  is  proudly  made  on  behalf  of  the  Bishops  of 
Rome,  although  history  has  revealed  many  times  how 
very  fallible  they  really  are.  He  never  claimed  supre- 
macy over  his  brethren  and  the  whole  Church,  but  the 
Bishops  of  Rome  boast  that  they  are  the  supreme  governors 
of  the  Catholic  Church.  Bellarmine  and  others  describe 
the  pope  as  “Vice-God,”  and  state  that  all  the  treasures  of 
divine  revelation,  of  truth,  righteousness,  and  gifts  of  God, 
are  in  the  pope’s  power,  and  he  is  their  sole  dispenser  and 
guardian.  He  rules  as  an  absolute  monarch  over  the 
Church,  and  there  are  no  limits  to  his  power.  Peter  never 
made  such  claims  for  himself. 


The  claim  to  bequeath  and  to  inherit  certain  powers 
and  privileges  is  based  on  the  fallacious  belief  that  certain 
spiritual  blessings  granted  for  a specific  purpose  to  a parti- 
cular individual,  because  of  that  individual’s  special  cir- 
c • ...  i cumstances  or  needs  or  aptitude  to  rightly 

cannoHte^be-  use  t^lOSe  particular  gifts,  can  be  handed 
queathed  or  on  to  someone  else  in  the  same 

inherited  way  that  property  or  money  is  passed  on 

to  the  next  heir.  But  special  gifts  or  bless- 
ings of  God,  granted  to  particular  individuals  for  special 
purposes,  cannot  be  passed  on  to  others  ; they  are  for  that 
particular  person,  and  for  no  one  else.  Whatever  particu- 
lar privilege  or  blessing  Peter  may  have  received  from  God 
was  for  Peter  alone,  and  Peter  had  no  authority  or  power 
to  transmit  it  to  any  one  else.  We  are  unable,  therefore,  to 
accept  the  statement  that  the  popes  inherit  a special  power 
and  privilege  and  dignity  from  Peter  because  they  are  his 
successors. 


A study  of  the  lives  of  some  of  those  who  have  occu- 
pied the  papal  chair,  and  of  the  methods  by  which  some 
of  them  obtained  possession  of  that  chair,  will  effectively 
dispel  the  illusion  that  the  spiritual  gifts  and  powers  grant- 
ed to  the  Apostle  have  been  passed  on  to  each  pope  as  he 
stepped  into  the  position  vacated  by  his  predecessor.  Gan 
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any  one  really  believe  that  “ such  wordlings,” — we  quote 
from  a Roman  Catholic  book — “ such  wordlings  as  Leo 
X.  and  Julius  III.,  such  monsters  stained  with  every  un- 
natural crime  as  Alexander  VI.,  or  John  XII.,  or  John  t 
XXIII.,  or  the  more  abominable  Sixtus  IV.,”  were  really  ; 
chosen  by  God  to  be  the  supreme  governors  of  His  Holy 
Church,  and  so  inherited  every  gift  that  Christ  granted 
to  His  apostle  Peter  ? 

When  we  discover  from  histories  of  the  Papacy  written 
by  Roman  Catholic  authors  how  time  and  again  election 
to  the  chair  of  Peter  was  obtained  by  bribery,  corruption, 
deceit,  fraud  and  force  ; how  at  various  times  there  were 
two  and  even  three  rival  popes,  anathematizing  one  an- 
other, and  each  claiming  to  be  the  validly  consecrated 
head  of  the  Church  and  lawful  successor  to  Peter,  how  can 
we  believe  that  such  men,  simply  because  they  had  been 
elected  to  the  chair,  or  had  obtained  it  by  force  or  pur- 
chase, were  the  heirs  of  Peter,  and  obtained  all  his  privi- 
leges and  powers  ? St.  Ambrose  writes  on  this  point  : 

“ They  have  not  Peter’s  inheritance  that  have  not  the  faith 
of  Peter.”  Spiritual  blessings,  privileges,  and  graces  are 
the  free  gift  of  God,  and  are  granted  by  Him  to  whomsoever 
He  wills  ; they  cannot  be  inherited,  they  cannot  be  bought, 
they  cannot  be  obtained  by  fraud,  and  hence  we  assert  un- 
hesitatingly that  no  bishop  of  Rome  has  at  any  time 
“ inherited  ” the  special  gifts  granted  to  the  Apostle  Peter. 
They  were  granted  to  him,  and  to  him  alone,  and  were 
incommunicable.  Accordingly,  we  reject  the  claim  of  the 
popes  to  the  supremacy  of  the  Catholic  Church  based  on 
the  ground  that  they  are  the  successors  and  heirs  of  Peter. 
They  are  no  more  or  less  than  bishops  of  a Church  which 
was  an  offshoot  of  the  original  Catholic  and  Apostolic 
Church  of  Jerusalem,  the  Mother  of  all  the  Churches. 

If  any  Church  has  the  right  to  claim  supremacy 
because  the  Apostle  Peter  was  its  bishop  it  is  the  Church 
of  Antioch,  over  which  it  is  said  he  presided  as  bishop  for 
seven  years.  Rome,  however,  looks  with  disdain  at 
Antioch.  Nothing  can  be  more  extravagant  than  the 
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claims  of  the  popes,  or  more  feebly  supported  by  proof. 
They  would  do  well  to  remember  the  words  of  St.  Chrysos- 
tom, who  said  : “ It  is  not  the  chair  that  maketh  the 

bishop,  but  the  bishop  that  maketh  the  chair,”  and  the 
words  of  St.  Jerome  : “ They  are  not  always  the  children 
of  holy  men  that  sit  in  the  place  of  holy  men,  but  they  that 
do  the  works  of  holy  men.”  They  should  remember,  too, 
the  words  of  one  of  their  own  predecessors,  Pope  Gregory, 
who  protested  strongly  when  a Council  of  the  Church  be- 
stowed on  John,  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  the  title  of 
“The  Universal  Bishop.”  His  words  are  as  follows: 
“ None  of  all  the  Bishops  of  Rome  ever  took  upon  him  this 
name,  to  be  called  the  Universal  Bishop  ; none  of  my 
predecessors  ever  consented  to  use  this  ungodly  title  ; we 
ourselves  will  not  receive  this  honour  though  it  were 
offered  ” ; and  elsewhere  he  wrote  : “ He  is  antichrist,  or 

the  forerunner  of  antichrist,  that  calleth  himself  the  Uni- 
versal Bishop.”  They  would  do  well  to  remember  the 
words  of  St.  Chrysostom  : “ Whosoever  ambitiously  desireth 
primacy  on  earth  shall  find  confusion  in  heaven.” — (Opus 
Imperfectum.  Horn.  35.) 


CHAPTER  VII 


THE  GROWTH  OF  THE  POWER  OF 
THE  PAPACY 

Although  there  is  no  reliable  evidence  that  the  Apos- 
tle Peter  founded  the  Church  in  Rome,  and  presided  over 
it  as  its  bishop,  it  is  quite  clear  that  she  quickly  became 
an  important  branch  of  the  Holy  Catholic  Church,  and 
that  her  bishops  were  treated  with  great  respect.  One  im- 
portant result  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  in  A.D.  70 
was,  that  the  mother  Church  of  all  Christendom,  the 
Church  of  Jerusalem,  lost  her  leading  position,  and  sank 
into  obscurity  for  many  years.  The  Church  of  Rome, 
owing  to  its  being  the  Church  of  the  capital  of  the  Roman 
Empire,  gradually  took  its  place,  and  eventually  was 
regarded  as  the  most  important  Church  in  the  Empire. 

The  Church  of  Rome  now  boasts  that  she,  and  she 
alone,  is  the  Holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  founded 
by  Jesus  Christ,  and  as  such  she  is  the  sole  authorized 
teacher  of  religion.  She  stigmatizes  all  other  branches  of 
The  Arrogance  the  Catholic  Church  as  lying  imitations  of 
. R JL  , the  true  Church,  which  through  pride  and 
f R jealousy  have  broken  away  from  her  com- 

munion. They  have  rebelled  against  God, 
and  His  representative  on  earth,  the  pope,  and  are  doomed 
to  eternal  punishment,  for  outside  the  Church  of  Rome 
there  is  no  salvation.  As  Fr.  Harding  blandly  assures  us  : 
“ Those  who  forsake  the  Holy  Roman  Church  shall  be 
companions  with  devils  in  everlasting  fire.”  In  saying  this 
he  was  only  adopting  the  words  of  Pope  Boniface  VIII., 
who  declared  that  “ Every  creature  must  submit  itself  unto 
the  Bishop  of  Rome,  upon  pain  of  everlasting  damnation.” 
These  Roman  fathers  and  popes  condemn  us  to  hell-fire,  but 
surely  it  is  a rash  thing  for  them  to  usurp  the  judgment 
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seat  of  God.  They  should  remember  the  saying  of  Augus- 
tine : “ The  earthly  chair  is  one  thing  ; the  judgment 

seat  in  heaven  is  another.” — (Aug.  on  Ps.  36,  Par.  3). 

Undoubtedly,  the  Roman  Church  eventually  reached 
a position  of  great  power  and  influence,  especially  in  the 
thirteenth  century,  and  still  exercises  spiritual  authority  over 
half  of  Christendom,  and  we  must  now  enumerate  some  of 
the  causes  which  led  to  the  increase  of  her  prestige,  and 
brought  her  to  the  position  she  now  holds  in  the  world . 

1.  The  first  and  chief  reason  for  this  is  that  she  was 

the  Church  of  the  capital  of  the  Empire.  Rome  was  the 
capital  and  the  seat  of  Government,  the  centre  of  civiliza- 
tion, and  the  wealthiest  and  most  splendid  city  in  the  West. 
Hence  the  Church  of  Rome  received  its  share  of  glory  and 
prestige  as  being  the  Church  of  the  capital,  and  its  bishops 
were  naturally  considered  more  important  and  influential 
than  those  of  obscure  towns  in  the  Provinces.  They  were 
given  this  honour,  not  because  it  was  believed  that  they 
were  the  successors  of  Peter,  but  because  they  were  the 
bishops  of  the  Church  of  the  capital.  Their  privileges, 
honour  and  position  were  not  of  Divine  institution,  but 
were  granted  by  the  Fathers  at  the  Council  of  Chalcedon 
on  the  ground  of  the  imperial  authority  and  dignity  of 
the  city.  The  28th  Canon  of  the  Council  reads  : “ The 

Fathers,  with  good  reason,  bestowed  presidency  on  the 
chair  of  Old  Rome,  because  it  was  the  Imperial  City.''’’  The  im- 
perial position  of  the  city  of  Rome  secured  the  primacy  for 
the  Church  of  Rome. 

2.  The  residence  and  martyrdom  of  St.  Paul  and  St. 
Peter  in  Rome  undoubtedly  conferred  a special  distinction 
and  honour  upon  the  Church  of  that  city. 

3.  The  Church  of  Rome  remained  firm  in  the  ortho- 
dox Faith  when  many  others  fell  into  error  and  heresy.  It 
is  true  that  several  of  her  bishops  were  charged  with  heresy, 
but  speaking  generally  they  were  able  and  devoted  men, 
who  stood  firm  for  the  Faith,  and  consequently  the  Church 
of  Rome  was  not  troubled  with  such  wild  speculative  errors 
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as  were  some  of  the  Churches  in  the  East  during  the  first 
six  centuries. 

4.  Many  of  its  members  were  influential,  wealthy  and  ■. 
generous,  and  always  ready  to  help  financially  their  poorer  I 
brethren.  Bishop  Cornelius  records  that  1,500  poor  were 
fed  daily  by  the  Church,  and  generous  aid  was  sent  to  j 
poorer  Churches  of  the  Provinces. 

5.  Many  Christians  from  the  Provinces  visited  Rome,  i 
and  were  entertained  by  the  Church  there.  Some  of  them 
occasionally  sought  the  advice  of  the  bishop  on  difficult 
problems  connected  with  the  life  and  work  of  the  Church. 
This  they  did,  not  because  the  Bishops  of  Rome  had  more 
authority  than  others,  but,  living  as  they  did  in  the  capital,  j 
they  naturally  had  more  knowledge  of  what  was  going  on 
in  the  Church,  and  of  its  doctrines  and  customs.  They 
were  honoured  as  being  bishops  of  the  Church  of  the  capi- 
tal. This  deference  paid  to  the  bishops  of  Rome  they  soon 
began  to  claim  as  their  right. 

In  the  fourth  century  new  circumstances  arose  which 
added  greatly  to  the  importance  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
and  its  bishops. 

6.  The  Emperor  Constantine  divided  the  Empire 
into  fourteen  districts,  which  were  called  dioceses,  and  the 
Church  also  adopted  this  arrangement,  and  so  formed  re- 
gional Churches.  They  were  absolutely  independent  of  one 
another ; the  bishops  of  these  newly  formed  dioceses  received 
honour  in  proportion  to  the  civil  grade  of  their  diocese, 
and  the  relative  importance  of  each  provincial  capital 
secured  for  its  bishop  a corresponding  importance  and 
dignity. 

The  two  chief  cities  of  the  Empire  were  Rome  and 
Alexandria,  and  the  bishops  of  these  two  cities  were  look- 
ed up  to  as  the  chief  bishops  in  the  Church.  The  Bishop 
of  Rome  presided,  as  metropolitan,  over  the  bishops  of 
Central  and  Southern  Italy,  and  of  Sicily,  Sardinia,  and 
Corsica.  The  Bishop  of  Alexandria  acted  as  metropolitan 
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over  Egypt,  Lybia  and  the  Pentapolis.  Other  important 
bishoprics  were  those  of  Antioch,  Carthage,  Ephesus,  and 
later  Constantinople,  but  in  every  case  it  was  the  civil 
importance  of  the  city  which  gave  importance  to  the 
bishop. 

Although  Christ  had  taught,  died,  and  rose  from  the 
dead  in  Jerusalem  ; although  apostles  had  founded  the 
Church  there,  and  the  Church  of  Jerusalem  was  known  as 
“ the  mother  of  all  the  Churches,”  yet  because  of  its  politi- 
cal insignificance  the  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  exercised  very 
little  influence  over  the  whole  Church,  but  Rome  being 
the  Church  of  the  capital,  gradually  emerged  as  the  most 
important  Church  in  the  West.  The  more  important  bis- 
hops and  Churches  tried  to  extend  their  authority  over  the 
weaker  Churches,  and  in  this  the  Bishops  of  Rome  were 
foremost.  They  now  began  the  practise  of  sending  their 
legates  to  represent  them  at  the  Councils  of  the  Church, 
instead  of  attending  in  person,  and  10  send  letters  of  advice 
to  the  bishops  and  metropolitans  of  these  new  dioceses. 

7.  In  A.  D.  336  the  Emperor  removed  his  court  from 
Rome  to  the  new  city  of  Constantinople,  and  on  his  de- 
parture gave  his  Lateran  palace  to  the  bishop  for  a place 
of  residence.  The  bishop  now  reached  a position  of  inde- 
pendence which  he  certainly  would  not  have  had  if  the 
Emperor  and  court  had  remained,  as  he  was  freed  from 
the  constant  check  imposed  by  imperial  supervision  and 
control. 

Here  we  may  mention  the  spurious  “ Donation  of 
Constantine,”  a document  forged  in  Rome  in  the  second 
half  of  the  eighth  century,  which  professed  to  record  an 
important  gift  by  Constantine  to  Pope  Silvester.  Accord- 
ing to  this  document  the  Emperor  gave 
The  forged  to  the  pope  and  his  successors  not  only 
Donation  of  the  Imperial  Palace  of  the  Lateran  in 
Constantine.  Rome,  but  also  much  territory  in  Central 
Italy,  and  also  granted  to  him  jurisdiction 
over  the  other  great  Patriarchates  of  the  Church,  and 
control  of  all  matters  concerning  religion.  This  document 
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was  used  to  bolster  up  the  claim  of  the  popes,  not  only  to 
spiritual  supremacy,  but  also  to  temporal  power.  The 
iraud  was  discovered  at  the  end  of  the  fifteenth  century. 
Concerning  this  document  Cardinal  Cusanus  wrote  : 
“ Diligently  weighing  this  donation  of  Constantine,  I have 
found  in  the  very  writing  thereof  manifest  arguments  of 
forgery  and  falsehood.”  Pius  II.  himself  states  that  “the 
said  decree  is  utterly  false.” 

8.  The  Arian 'Controversy  of  the  fourth  century 
greatly  enhanced  the  importance  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome, 
as  the  Eastern  bishops  looked  upon  him  as  the  representa- 
tive of  the  bishops  of  the  West,  and  he  became  the  inter- 
mediary between  the  East  and  the  West.  1’he  orthodoxy 
of  the  Roman  Church  gave  it  importance  in  the  eyes  of  the 
Eastern  orthodox  party,  and  the  final  triumph  of  ortho- 
doxy added  to  its  prestige,  although  it  received  a severe 
setback  when  Liberius,  one  of  its  bishops,  signed  the 
heretical  Arian  Creed  of  the  Council  of  Sirmium,  and 
agreed  to  the  excommunication  of  Athanasius. 

9.  Civil  quarrels  and  lawsuits  had  been  referred  to 

the  Emperor  at  Rome,  e.g.,  Paul’s  appeal  to  Caesar  (Acts 
xxv  : 11-12,  25-27),  and  the  bishops  of  the  Church  began 
to  follow,  the  same  practice,  and  to  appeal  to  the  Bishop  of 
Rome  for  advice,  occasionally  asking  him  to  arbitrate  in 
their  quarrels.  This  practice  was  encouraged  and  advice 
was  freely  given,  which  gradually  changed  to  direction 
and  command.  It  is  alleged  that  the  Council  of  Sardica, 
(343),  passed  three  canons  which  allowed  the  Bishop  of 
Rome  the  right  to  receive  appeals  from  deposed  bishops 
throughout  the  Empire,  and  if  he  found  their  appeal  well 
supported  by  evidence,  he  was  authorized  to  order  a fresh 
trial.  These  three  canons,  however,  are  of  doubtful 
authenticity,  and  were  never  acknowledged  by  the  Eastern 
Church,  which  forbade  its  bishops  to  appeal  to  Rome. 
The  African  bishops  also  refused  to  acknowledge  the  right 
of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  to  receive  appeals,  and  wrote  to 
Pope  Boniface  I.,  in  419  : “ We  are  resolved  not  to  admit 

this  arrogant  dim.”  The  Canons  were,  however,  freely 
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quoted  by  the  bishops  of  Rome  in  support  of  their  claim 
to  be  a final  court  of  appeal  for  the  whole  Church. 

10.  In  the  West  the  weakness,  indolence,  and  incapa- 
city of  the  Emperors  gave  the  bishops  of  Rome  increased 
authority  and  power.  Some  of  the  Emperors  were  only 
too  willing  to  delegate  their  responsibility  to  the  bishops, 
„ . and  so  be  saved  the  trouble  of  deciding 

tmperors  grant  difficuk  matters.  Some  of  the  bishops  were 
juris  1C  ion  o akiemen)  whoused  their  ability  and  author- 
°Pe  ‘ ity  for  the  good  ol^the  Church  and  the 

Empire.  In  A.  D.  378  the  Emperor  Gratian  gave  Pope 
Damasus  jurisdiction  over  the  bishop  of  the  Western 
Empire. 

Pope  Siricius,  who  succeeded  Damasus,  was  the  first 
to  issue  a decretal  letter.  He  was  ashamed  to  lay  claim 
to  authority  over  the  Church  on  the  strength  of  the  rescript 
of  the  Emperor  Gratian,  and  now  claimed  in  a vague  way 
to  be  the  successor  of  Peter,  and  heir  of  his  authority. 

Succeeding  popes  and  their  legates  harped  on  this 
string,  but  they  wisely  limited  their  claim  to  supremacy  to 
the  bishops  in  the  West.  They  knew  it  was  hopeless  to  make 
such  a claim  over  the  Church  in  the  East,  as  such  a claim 
would  have  been  ignored  or  repudiated.  If  the  popes 
had  really  inherited  jurisdiction  from  St.  Peter,  it  would 
surely  have  been  over  the  whole  Church,  and  not  merely 
over  the  West. 


A.  D.  445  Valentinian  III,  aged  only  eight  years, 
yielded  to  the  importunities  of  Pope  Leo  I,  and  still  further 
enlarged  his  authority.  His  edict  declared  the  bishop  of 
Rome  to  be  the  rightful  ruler  of  the  whole  Catholic  Church, 
and  made  any  resistance  to  his  orders  an  act  of  high 
treason.  He  forbade  the  bishops  of  Gaul  to  depart  from 
the  customs  and  practices  of  the  Church  without  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  pope.  Although  the  Edict  of  Valentinian 
placed  all  the  bishops  of  the  Church  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  pope,  this  only  referred  to  the  bishops  of  Italy  and 
Gaul,  for  it  was  only  over  these  two  countries  that  the 
Emperor  exercised  any  authority. 
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From  this  date  the  power  of  the  popes  in  the  West 
advanced  beneath  the  protection  of  the  Emperor  himself. 
Leo  I began  addressing  letters  to  bishops  in  a dictatorial 
strain,  deposing  or  restoring  them  at  his  pleasure.  He  was 
a very  gifted  man  and  reigned  supreme  over  the  Church  in 
the  West,  but  his  claim  to  universal  jurisdiction  was  reject- 
ed by  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  which  decreed  that  the  | 
Patriarch  of  Constantinople  should  rank  second  to  the  i 
bishop  of  Rome,  but  with  equal  rights.  When  Leo  the  j 
Great  died  in  461,  the  Papacy  was  well  established.  This 
position  had  been  gained  only  after  hard  struggles,  and  by 
slow  degrees,  and  the  bishops  of  Rome  became  supreme  in 
the  Church,  not  because  they  were  the  successors  of  Peter, 
but  because  of  the  position,  prestige,  and  power  of  the 
Church  of  the  capital,  and  the  support  of  the  Emperors. 


This  claim  to  supremacy  was,  however,  strongly 
Rome’s  claim  objected  to  bY  other  bishops,  notably  by 
to  Supremacy  the \ “ °ps  Constantinople  Carthage, 
rejected  7 and  Alexandria.  To  meet  the  growing 
^ ' influence  and  power  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome, 

the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  obtained  the  permission 
ol  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  451,  to  exercise  authority 
over  the  Churches  of  Jerusalem,  Phoenecia  and  Arabia  ; 
and  Constantinople  was  officially  recognised  as  the  chief 
See  in  the  East.  Its  patriarch  was  given  the  title  of  Uni- 
versal Bishop,  and  the  right  to  receive  appeals  from  any 
part  of  the  Catholic  Church.  The  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  Council  on  this  point  is  interesting  : “ The 

Fathers  give  equal  privileges  unto  the  holy  See  of  New 
Rome  (which  is  Constantinople)  thinking  it  to  be  reason- 
able that  the  same  city  of  Constantinople,  being  now 
furnished  with  empire  and  council,  should  enjoy  equal 
privileges  with  the  princely  city  of  the  old  Rome,  and  in 
all  ecclesiastic  affairs  should  bear  the  same  majesty  that 
Rome  beareth.”  Lucentius,  the  pope’s  delegate,  begged 
that  the  resolution  might  be  rescinded.  Pope  Leo  I 
fiercely  opposed  the  decree,  and  protested  vehemently  that 
such  a title  was  blasphemous,  arrogant,  and  profane,  but 


•could  not  evade  the  fact  that  this  title  and  authority  had 
been  bestowed  on  the  patriarch  of  Constantinople  by  a 
Council  of  the  Church,  while  he  himself  derived  his 
authority  and  position  in  the  West  from  a secular  Gov- 
ernment, i.  e.,  the  Emperors  Gratian  and  Valentinian.  It 
was  important,  therefore,  to  displace  the  claim  of  Chalce- 
don  and  Constantinople  by  a still  higher  authority  ; 
accordingly  Leo  made  use  of  the  Clementine  writings — 
apocryphal  books  of  the  second  and  third  centuries — which 
portrayed  Peter  as  the  highest  authority  of  the  Church. 
Leo,  on  the  strength  of  these  apocryphal  stories,  now 
claimed  that  as  the  Popes  of  Rome  were  the  true  successors 
of  Peter,  they  were  also  heirs  of  his  authority,  and  so 
supreme  over  the  whole  Church.  From  that  time  the 
popes  strongly  developed  this  new  theory,  which  had  been 
suggested  first  by  Pope  Siricius,  as  authority  derived 
from  an  apostle  was  greater  than  that  derived  from  the 
secular  power,  or  from  the  decrees  of  a Church  Council. 
It  was  a new  theory  and  a false  one.  It  was  an  attempt 
to  give  a religious  sanction  to  the  great  position  which  the 
popes  had  gained  after  much  struggle  and  effort  and  cajol- 
ing of  Emperors  and  Government  officials. 

The  claim  to  supremacy  of  jurisdiction  over  the  whole 
Church  had  developed  as  the  Church  of  Rome  gradually 
assumed  the  leading  position  among  the  Churches  in  the 
West.  It  had  not  been  based  in  the  first  place  on  the 
assumption  that  Peter  had  founded  the  Church  of  Rome. 
That  plea  was  now  brought  forward.  Leo’s  was  an  entire- 
ly new  argument  for  the  primacy  of  the  bishop  of  Rome, 
but  since  that  date  it  has  been  the  chief  reason  advanced 
by  all  apologists  for  Roman  supremacy.  “ Successors, 
therefore  heirs,”  is  their  constant  cry. 

Gregory  the  Great,  590-604,  was  the  next  pope  of 
importance  to  advance  the  claim  of  the  Roman  bishops  to 
supreme  authority.  The  title  of  papa  or  pope  was  now 
reserved  exclusively  for  the  bishop  of  Rome,  but  he 
refused  the  title  of  Universal  Bishop,  given  to  the  Patri- 
arch of  Constantinople, — probably  through  pique  that  it 
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had  not  been  offered  to  himself  first  of  all, — although  he 
zealously  claimed  the  powers  of  an  universal  bishop.  He 
wrote  to  the  Emperor  Maurice  that  “ It  is  plain  that  to 
Peter,  as  the  prince  of  all  the  apostles,  was  committed  by 
our  Lord  the  care  of  the  whole  Church.” 


Between  A.  D.  830  and  845  the  forged  Isidorian 


Rome  supports 


Decretals  were  produced,  purporting  to  be 
her  Haim  hv  tfie  records  and  decrees  of  the  Popes  of  the 
Fm-cjpH  np  ' first  "tOO  years,  which  represented  them  as 
cretals  “ Kings  andMonarchs  ” of  the  Church  from 

earliest  times,  and  exalted  the  Bishop  of 
Rome  to  a position  never  before  reached.  These  Decretals 
were  forged  by  Autcarius,  Archbishop  of  Mainz,  but  were 
accepted  as  genuine  from  the  ninth  to  the  fifteenth  centuries. 
Pope  Nicholas  I.,  858-867,  speedily  made  use  of  these  fabri- 
cations to  strengthen  the  new  claims  that  he  had  put  forward 
for  the  papacy.  Supported  by  these  forgeries,  in  a Council 
held  in  Rome,  863,  he  anathematized  all  who  refused  to 
accept  the  decrees  and  rulings  of  a Pope.  His  successors, 
making  the  fullest  use  of  these  forged  documents,  gradually 
established  their  position  as  the  supreme  governors  of  the 
Church,  and  ruled  as  absolute  monarchs  and  autocrats. 
In  the  fifteenth  century  the  Decretals  were  proved  to  be 
spurious  by  the  centuriators  of  Magdeburg,  and  even  such 
renowned  Roman  writers  as  Baronius,  Bellarmine, 
Fleury,  and  Pope  Pius  IV  have  confessed  that  they 
were  false  and  ought  to  be  destroyed  ; Cardinal  Cusanus 
affirmed  “ That,  being  compared  with  the  times  in  which 
they  are  pretended  to  have  been  written,  they  betray  them- 
selves ” ; Cardinal  Baronius  describes  them  as  “ Late  invent- 
ed evidences  of  no  credit,  and  apocryphal  but  during  the 
six  centuries  they  had  been  received  as  genuine  they  had 
done  their  work,  the  supremacy  of  the  Popes  had  been 
established,  and  since  that  time  they  have  ruled  the  Roman 
branch  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  all  matters  of  administra- 
tion and  doctrine.  “ Upon  the  spurious  Decretals  was  built 
the  great  fabric  of  Papal  supremacy  over  the  different 
National  Churches,  a fabric  which  has  stood  after  its 
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foundations  have  crumbled  beneath  it,  for  no  one  has  pre- 
tended to  deny,  during  the  last  two  centuries,  that  the 
imposture  is  too  palpable  for  any  but  the  most  ignorant  to 
deny.” — (Hallam’s  “ Middle  Ages,  ” Vol.  II,  Chap.  VII). 

In  order  to  prove  their  claim  to  supremacy,  Roman 
writers  have  not  hesitated  to  falsify  history,  or  to  put  inter- 
polations in  the  texts  of  genuine  works.  Their  theory  has 
been  built  up  on  a series  of  inventions  and  corruptions  of 
history,  of  which  the  Clementine  literature,  the  spurious 
Donation  of  Constantine,  and  the  forged  Decretals  are  only 
a few  examples. 

Gregory  VII,  1073-1085,  a man  of  boundless  ambi- 
tion, openly  asserted  that  as  Pope  he  had  the  power  to  de- 
pose all  rulers  who  rebelled  against  the  Church,  and  he 
issued  an  order  that  “ Whosoever  obeyeth  not  our  com- 
mandments falleth  into  the  sin  of  idolatry  and  infidelity.” 
He  twice  excommunicated  and  deposed  the  German  Em- 
peror, Henry  IV. 

Pope  Innocent  III,  1198-1216,  claimed  the  right  to 
depose  bishops  because  of  a divine  revelation  to  that  effect. 
According  to  this  revelation  no  bishop  was  independent  of 
the  Pope,  the  Pope  could  interfere  in  the  bishop’s  dio- 
cese, the  Pope’s  legate  could  interfere,  the  friars  could  in- 
terfere, and  abbots  of  monasteries  were  entirely  indepen- 
dent of  the  bishop  of  the  diocese.  He  could  not  resign 
without  the  Pope’s  permission  ; and  later  on  all  sees  vaca- 
ted by  resignation  lapsed  to  the  Pope,  by  a decree  of  John 
XXII.,  1326-1334.  He  also  claimed  the  right  to  depose 
kings  ; he  excommunicated  King  John  of  England  and  the 
King  of  Norway  ; and  boasted  that  he  had  the  power  to 
confirm  or  veto  the  election  to  the  throne  of  Germany.  He 
claimed  to  be  above  all  law,  spiritual  or  temporal.  Inno- 
cent III  also  endeavoured  to  bring  the  Eastern  Church 
under  his  control,  and  wrote  to  the  Patriarch  of  Constan- 
tinople that  “ Christ  has  committed  the  whole  world  to 
the  government  of  the  Popes.”  He  proved  this  by  the 
conclusive  evidence  that  Peter  once  walked  on  the  sea — the 
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sea  signifying  the  nations — from  which  it  is  plain  that  his: 
successors  should  govern  the  nations.  The  argument  was 
not  a strong  one,  for  Scripture  records  that  Peter  began  to 
sink. 

From  the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth  century  Rome  re- 
ceived fresh  help  from  the  new  religious  orders  of  Friars, 
who  swarmed  over  Europe,  Franciscans,  Dominicans, 
Augustinians,  and  Carmelites,  all  pledged  to  implicit  obe- 
dience to  the  Popes.  They  were  independent  of  the  bis- 
hops, and  encroached  shamelessly  on  the  rights  of  the 
parochial  clergy.  They  granted  easy  absolutions,  sold 
dispensations  and  indulgences,  and  in  every  way  were  the 
loyal  servants  of  the  Popes. 

Not  content  with  being  head  of  the  Church  and  sup- 
reme in  all  spiritual  matters,  Pope  Boniface 
Popes  claim  VIII  in  his  famous  Bull  “ Unam  Sane- 
Temporal  tam,”  promulgated  in  1303,  claimed  as  the 

Power.  successor  and  heir  of  the  powers  of  Peter, 

complete  temporal  power  also.  In  the  Bull 
occur  these  words  : “ There  are  two  swords,  the  spirit- 

ual and  the  temporal,  and  both  are  in  the  power  of  the 
Church  ; the  first  to  be  wielded  by  the  Church,  the  other 
for  the  Church  ; the  first  by  the  priests,  the  other  by  kings 
and  soldiers,  but  at  the  command  and  permission  of  the 
Church.”  This  Bull  was  the  first  addressed  by  the  Popes 
of  Rome  to  the  whole  Church,  and  it  was  the  first 
time  that  the  Popes  had  openly  made  the  definite  claim 
that  they  were  not  only  supreme  in  all  spiritual  matters, 
but  also  in  all  temporal  matters.  How  arrogant  this  claim 
was  may  be  seen  from  the  following  extract  from  the  Bull: 
“ The  Pope  is  of  so  great  dignity  and  excellence  that  he  is 
not  merely  man,  but  as  if  God  and  the  Vicar  of  Christ. 
The  Pope  alone  is  called  most  holy,  ....  divine  monarch, 
supreme  Emperor,  and  king  of  kings.  The  Pope  is  as  God 
on  earth”  ( papa  est  quasi  Deus  in  terra).  This  theory  of 
the  supremacy  of  the  Pope  over  everyone  and  everything  in 
this  world  now  became  a doctrine  of  the  Church,  which 
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every  adherent  must  believe  if  he  would  be  saved,  as  the 
following  further  extract  shows  : “ We  declare,  say,  de- 

fine and  pronounce  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  sal- 
vation for  every  human  creature  to  be  subject  to  the 
Roman  Pontiff.”  The  Papacy  reached  its  highest  peak 
of  power  and  influence  at  this  period. 

As  heirs  of  all  the  powers  of  Peter,  with  kings  and 
armies  at  their  disposal,  there  was  no  limit  to  the  demands 
that  now  emanated  from  the  Papal  Court.  In  the  spirit- 
ual sphere  the  canonists  of  the  Roman  Church  published 
the  following  among  many  other  decrees  : “ The  Pope 

may  dispense  against  the  law  of  nature  ; he  may  dispense 
against  St.  Paul  the  Apostle  ; he  may  dispense  against  the 
New  Testament  ; he  may  dispense  with  all  the  Command- 
ments, both  of  the  Old  and  of  the  New  Testaments.”  So 
extravagant  were  their  claims  on  behalf  of  the  Popes,  that 
in  1567  Cardinal  Zabarella  wrote  : “ They  have  made 

the  Popes  believe  that  they  might  do  all  things  whatso- 
ever they  listed  ; yea,  notwithstanding  they  were  things, 
unlawful  ; thus  they  have  made  them  more  than  God.” 

Everyone  became  subservient  to  them  ; even  the 
Church  was  looked  upon  as  their  servant.  As  Cardinal 
Cajetan  said  : “The  Catholic  Church  is  the  born  hand- 
maid of  the  Pope.”  Cardinal  Bellarmine  wrote  : “ The 
supreme  pontiff  is  simply  and  absolutely  above  the  Uni- 
versal Church,  and  superior  to  General  Councils  ; he  is 
thus  subjected  to  no  jurisdiction  on  earth.”  “We  assert 
that  the  Pope  . . . has  supreme  power  to  dispose  of  the 
temporal  matters  of  all  Christians.”  “ The  Pope,  as 
supreme  spiritual  prince,  can  change  kingdoms,  taking 
them  from  one  ruler  to  bestow  them  on  another  if  that 
be  needful  to  the  welfare  of  souls.” — (de  concil.  autoritate 
C.  17.  de  Romano  pontifice.  V 6).  Pope  Leo  X,  at  the 
fifth  Lateran  Council,  held  in  1517,  stated  that  “ In  the 
Pope  there  is  all  power  above  all  powers,  as  well  of  heaven 
as  of  earth  ” (Concil.  Lat.  sub  Leon  X.  Sess.  10)  ; Hos- 
tiensis  stated  that  “ God  and  the  Pope  have  one  judgment 
seat ; sin  only  excepted,  the  Pope  can  do  in  a manner  all 
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things  that  God  can  do,  ” which  was  endorsed  by  Panor- 
mitane  in  the  following  words  : “The  Pope  is  able  by 
his  power  to  do  whatsoever  God  Himself  can  do.”  (Papa 
potest  omnia,  quae  Deus  ipse  potest),  and  a bishop  preach- 
ing in  Rome  affirmed  : “ What  the  Pope  says  we  must 

receive  as  though  spoken  by  God  Himself.  In  divine 
things  we  hold  him  to  be  God.” 


authority 
over  Purga- 
tory. 


Not  content  with  being  supreme  in  the  spiritual  and 
Popes  claim  temPoral  things  of  this  world,  the  Popes 
^ sought  to  extend  their  power  over  Purgatory 

also.  John  XXII.,  1316-1334,  commanded 
Trionfo,  a priest,  to  preach  about  the  powers 
of  the  Popes  ; he  stated  that  the  Pope, 
as  the  dispenser  of  the  merits  of  Christ,  could  empty 
Purgatory  at  one  stroke,  by  issuing  Indulgences  to  all  the 
souls  detained  there.  Pope  Innocent  XI.,  1676-1689, 
was  described  as  “ Lord  of  Rome  and  of  the  World,  only 
keeper  of  the  Keys  of  Heaven,  and  Earth,  and  Paradise, 
Infallible  Oracle  of  the  Faith.” 


M.  de  Maistre  also  writes  : “The  supremacy  of  the 
Pope  is  the  capital  dogma  without  which  Christianity  can- 
not subsist.  The  sovereign  pontiff  is  the  necessary,  only, 
and  exclusive  foundation  of  Christianity.” 

Today  we  are  asked  to  believe  that  “the  Bishop  of 
Rome  is,  in  authority  and  jurisdiction,  above  all  bishops, 
as  well  as  above  all  the  faithful  of  the  Universal  Church 
on  earth.”  It  is  claimed  that  “ this  office  of  the  Roman 
pontiff  was  given  to  him,  not  by  men,  but  by  God. 
It  is  God’s  provision,  God’s  creation.  It  was  not 
conferred  on  the  Roman  pontiff  by  the  Church  ; it  comes 
direct  from  God  ” (Bruno.  Pp.  110,120).  It  has  also  been 
decreed  by  the  Vatican  Council  that  the  Pope  is  infallible 
in  all  matters  of  faith  and  morals.  It  is  true  that  the  claim 
to  temporal  power  is  now  in  abeyance,  but  it  has  not  been 
cancelled.  As  we  have  pointed  out  before,  it  is  quite  easy 
to  make  a claim,  but  in  this  case  it  is  quite  impossible  to 
prove  it.  Half  of  Christendom  today  rejects  entirely  the 
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claim  of  the  pope  to  supremacy,  and  refuses  to  recognize 
him  as  anything  more  than  the  chief  bishop  of  the  Church 
of  Rome. 


CHAPTER  VIII 


SOME  NOTABLE  MEN  AND  EVENTS  IN 
THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  PAPACY 
From  A.  D.  440  to  A.  D.  1534 

Prior  to  the  Council  of  Nicaea,  A.  D.  325,  the 
Church  of  Rome  and  its  bishops  exercised  very  little 
influence  on  the  Church  at  large.  It  was  honoured  as 
being  the  Church  of  the  capital  of  the  Empire,  and  as 
the  only  Church  in  the  West  which  could  boast  of  having 
been  ministered  to  by  Apostles,  but  its  bishops  occupied 
no  position  of  supremacy  over  other  bishops.  When  the 
Emperor  removed  the  Court  to  Constantinople,  and  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  began  to  reside  in  the  palace  formerly 
occupied  by  the  Emperor,  some  of  the  . glory  and  prestige 
of  the  departing  Emperor  fell  to  the  Popes.  Not  content 
with  a little,  they  continually  strove  for  more  and  more 
power,  not  only  in  spiritual  matters,  but  also  in  temporal 
things,  and  were  not  satisfied  until  one  of  them,  Pope 
Boniface  VIII,  declared  that  “ It  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  salvation  for  every  human  creature  to  be  subject  to  the 
Roman  Pontiff.” 

We  have  now  to  relate  as  briefly  as  possible  the  story 
of  some  of  the  Popes  of  Rome,  which  will  serve  to 
illustrate  this  lust  for  power  on  the  part  of  those  who 
claimed  to  be  the  vicegerents  on  earth  of  the  humble 
Galilean.  The  story  will  illustrate  how  entirely  they 
ignored  the  precepts  of  the  Gospel : “ Be  not  highminded  ; 
learn  of  Me,  for  I am  meek  and  lowly  in  heart.” 
Meekness  and  humility  were  not  among  the  special 
graces  inherited  by  the  Popes  from  the  Aposde  Peter. 

Leo  I.,  440-461,  was  the  first  Pope  to  claim  supremacy 
over  all  other  bishops.  He  was  a man  of  tremendous 
energy  and  very  ambitious,  who  by  his  championship  of 
the  orthodox  view  in  the  dispute  with  the  followers  of 
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Eutyches,  did  much  to  increase  the  prestige  of  the  Roman 
See.  By  an  Edict  issued  by  the  Emperor  Valentinian  III, 
a boy  of  eight,  he  was  proclaimed  the  ruler  of  the  whole 
Catholic  Church.  His  orders  were  enforced  by  Govern- 
ment officers,  and  with  their  help  he  compelled  his 
brother  bishops  to  submit  to  his  authority.  As  the  Em- 
peror at  that  time  ruled  only  over  Italy  and  Gaul,  Leo, 
although  proclaimed  supreme  ruler  over  the  whole 
Catholic  Church,  exercised  no  authority  over  the  Church 
in  the  East. 

Pope  Vigilius,  538-554,  before  his  election  was 
archdeacon  of  Rome.  He  was  the  nominee  of  the  in- 
famous Empress  Theodora,  who  favoured  the  heretical 
Monophysites.  She  promised  to  give  Vigi- 
Pope  Vigilius  lius  700  pounds  of  gold,  and  to  procure 
Excommuni-  for  him  the  throne  of  Peter,  if  he  would 
cated.  admit  the  Monophysites  to  communion, 

and  endeavour  to  overthrow  the  decrees  of 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon.  By  the  united  efforts  of 
Vigilius  and  the  Empress,  Pope  Sylverius  was  deposed, 
and  Vigilius  became  pope  in  his  place.  On  becoming 
pope  he  certainly  did  not  act  as  “an  infallible  guide”  of 
the  Church  over  which  he  presided,  for  owing  to  his 
vacillating  attitude  during  the  controversy  about  the 
teaching  of  Nestorius,  he  was  excommunicated  by  the 
fifth  General  Council  for  his  heretical  views,  and  also  by 
the  African  bishops  in  their  Council.  The  Churches  of 
Africa,  North  Italy  and  Illyria  severed  their  connection 
with  Rome  because  of  the  fickleness  of  its  bishop.  When 
later  on  he  submitted  himself  to  the  Council,  and  con- 
fessed his  errors,  he  declared  that  he  had  been  misled  by 
Satan  ; a strange  confession  for  one  of  the  Popes  of  Rome, 
who  today  we  are  asked  to  believe  are  infallible.  But 
the  Roman  Pontifical  has  still  more  scathing  remarks  to 
make  about  Pope  Vigilius  ; for  example  we  read  : “ Pope 

Vigilius  was  a false  witness  against  his  predecessor  Pope 
Sylverius  ; he  sought  undue  means  to  remove  him,  and  to 
gain  the  place  for  himself ; he  kept  him  in  prison  and 
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starved  him  ; he  gave  a great  sum  of  money  to  procure 
the  popedom  for  himself ; he  killed  his  own  notary  ; he 
killed  a widow’s  son,  and  of  these  crimes  he  was  accused 
before  the  Emperor.”  A strange  record  for  the  head  of 
the  Church  of  Rome,  the  vicegerent  of  Christ  on  earth. 

Boniface  III,  A.  D.  607,  prevailed  upon  the  Emperor 
Phocas  to  proclaim  him  as  the  Universal  Patriarch.  As 
such  he  was  acknowledged  by  the  secular  authorities,  and 
his  position  was  confirmed  by  an  Imperial  Edict.  Matth- 
ias Palmerius  of  Florence  states  that  “Pope  Boniface  III, 
at  his  first  entry  into  his  office,  was  an  earnest  suitor 
unto  the  Emperor  Phocas,  that  the  Church  of  Rome 
might  be  the  head  of  all  other  Churches,  which  thing 
with  difficulty  and  very  great  labour  was  granted  to  the 
Apostolic  See  of  Rome.”  The  statement  is  endorsed  by 
Urspergensis  in  the  following  words  : “At  the  request 
and  suit  of  Pope  Boniface,  Phocas  the  Emperor  appointed 
the  See  of  the  Apostolic  Church  of  Rome  to  be  the  head 
of  all  the  Churches.  For  before  that  time  the  Church  of 
Constantinople  wrote  herself  the  first  and  chief  of  all 
others.”  From  these  two  records  it  is  evident  that  prior 
to  A.  D.  607,  when  Phocas  proclaimed  Pope  Boniface  III 
the  Universal  Patriarch,  Rome  was  certainly  not  the 
first  of  the  Churches,  nor  was  her  bishop  considered  to  be 
the  supreme  head  of  the  Catholic  Church.  It  is  also 
evident  that  her  bishop  earnestly  sought  the  help  of  the 
Government  to  further  his  plans  for  the  supremacy  of  the 
Church  and  of  himself.  It  does  not  appear  that  he 
placed  much  trust  in  his  divine  appointment ; he  preferred 
the  backing  of  the  Emperor. 

Between  686  and  701  we  find  sad  examples  of  fac- 
tional spirit  and  bitter  rivalry  in  the  Church.  Cono  was 
elected  Pope  in  686,  but  another  section  elected  Peter, 
and  still  another  party  elected  Theodore.  On  the  death 
of  Cono,  687,  yet  another  candidate  was  put  forward, 
Sergius  I,  but  the  quarrel  went  on,  and  a fourth  candidate, 
Paschal,  was  also  elected,  so  that  in  that  brief  period  we 
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have  the  unhappy  spectacle  of  two  popes,  duly  elected  and 
consecrated,  and  three  anti-popes,  also  elected  and  con- 
secrated, and  all  contending  for  the  place  of  primacy, 
each  claiming  to  be  the  true  representative  of  Christ  on 
earth. 

When  the  Lombards,  in  754,  were  marching  to 
attack  Rome,  Pope  Stephen  II  sent  to 
Popes  Acquire  Pepin,  King  of  the  Franks,  for  help,  and  in 
Temporal  order  to  induce  him  to  come  sent  a letter 
Power.  which  he  said  had  been  written  by  St. 

Peter  which  reads  as  follows  : “ I,  Peter  the 
Apostle,  . . . the  Mother  of  God  likewise,  adjure,  ad- 
monish, and  command  you  ...  to  save  the  beloved  city 
of  Rome  from  the  detestable  Lombards.  If  you  hasten, 
I,  the  Apostle,  promise  you  my  protection  in  this  life,  and 
in  the  next.”  With  the  help  of  Pepin’s  army  Stephen 
obtained  possession  of  a part  of  Italy,  and  in  this  way 
became  a temporal  sovereign.  This  gift  of  territory  is 
known  as  the  Donation  of  Pepin.  From  that  time  till 
1870  the  popes  have  posed,  not  only  as  heads  of  the 
Church,  but  also  as  rulers  over  the  Papal  States  in  Italy. 

Pope  Leo  III,  795-816,  was  deprived  of  his  position 
by  his  enemies  (799),  and  fled  for  aid  to  Charlemagne, 
the  French  King,  who  restored  him  to  the  Papal  throne. 
In  gratitude  Leo  proclaimed  and  crowned  Charlemagne 
as  Emperor  of  the  Holy  Roman  Empire,  A.  D.  800.  In 
theory  it  was  now  settled  that  the  pope  was  to  look  after 
the  spiritual  affairs  of  the  Empire,  while  the  emperor  was 
responsible  for  purely  temporal  matters.  Jointly,  the  Pope 
and  Emperor  became  the  supreme  rulers  of  the  West.  When 
the  papal  chair  became  vacant  in  824,  the  Emperor  chose 
Eugenius  II  as  Pope,  and  while  he  allowed  the  people  to 
elect  their  pope,  he  insisted  on  all  popes  swearing  allegiance 
to  himself  before  their  consecration. 

In  A.  D.  904  Sergius  III  obtained  the  papal  throne. 
Cardinal  Baronius  describes  him  as  “ the  slave  of  every 
vice  and  the  most  wicked  of  men.”  A.D.  931  his  illegitimate 
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son,  by  Marozia,  daughter  of  the  Empress  Theodora, 
was  made  Pope,  as  John  XI,  but  was  soon  afterwards  put 
in  prison,  and  died  in  936.  Now  occurs  a period  of  200 
years  when  the  papal  chair  was  filled,  with  very  few  ex- 
ceptions, by  men  who  were  incompetent,  worthless,  and 
often  immoral. 


Pope  John  XII,  well  described  as  a rake  and  debau- 
chee, met  with  much  opposition  from  his  clergy,  and  to 
maintain  his  position  as  Pope,  sought  the  help  of  Otho 
I.,  King  of  Germany.  In  962  he  crowned  Otho  I as 
Emperor  of  the  Holy  Roman  Empire,  and  thus  prepared 
the  Church  for  the  tutelage  of  the  German  Emperors.  In 
spite  of  the  Emperor’s  support,  John  XII  was  charged  by  a 
Council  of  Italian  bishops  assembled  in  Rome,  with  every 
crime  of  which  human  nature  is  capable,  and  was  deposed, 
A.  D.  963.  During  this  period  there  were  many  claimants 
for  the  throne  of  Peter.  Pope  Benedict  VI  was  murdered 
in  974,  and  John  XIV  was  assassinated  by  the  anti-Pope 
Boniface  VII,  984.  So  many  claimants  appeared,  that  it 
seemed  impossible  to  say  who  the  true  successor  to  Peter 
really  was.  The  Roman  historians  themselves  disagree 
about  several  such  popes.  John  XIX,  at  the  time  of  his 
election  was  only  a layman,  but  in  one  day  he  was  ordain- 
ed to  all  the  various  grades  of  the  priesthood,  and  was  then 
consecrated  Pope.  He  was  succeeded  in  1033  by  Pope 
Benedict  IX,  who  at  the  time  of  his  election  and  consecra- 
tion was  a boy  of  only  twelve  years  of  age.  We  are  un- 
A bov  of  a^e  to  understand  how  Roman  Catholics 

twelve  elected  can  claim  that  this  youth  truly  inherited 
p not  only  all  the  powers  of  Peter,  but  all  his 

" ' graces  too.  This  youth,  the  supreme  head 

of  the  Church,  Christ’s  representative  on  earth,  and  the 
infallible  guide  of  all  men,  gave  himself  up  to  every  kind  of 
wickedness,  so  that  in  1044  he  was,  on  account  of  his 
many  vices,  deposed.  During  his  reign  as  Pope  there  were 
three  other  men  living  who  had  all  been  elected  to  the 
papal  throne,  viz  : — Gregory  VI,  Silvester  III,  and  John 
XX.  They  issued  their  orders  to  the  Church,  and  men 
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obeyed  them  or  deliberately  disregarded  them  as  they 
pleased.  To  settle  the  quarrel  and  to  restore  order  in  the 
Church,  Henry  III  of  Germany,  in  1046,  assembled  a 
Council  of  bishops  in  Rome,  and  deposed  them  all,  and 
Clement  II  was  elected  in  their  place. 


In  1073  Hildebrand  became  Pope,  under  the  name  of 
Gregory  VII.  He  claimed  to  be  above  all  kings,  princes, 
and  emperors,  and  issued  an  order  that  “Whosoever  obey- 
eth  not  our  commandments  falleth  into  the  sin  of  idol- 
atry and  infidelity.”  He  was  very  ambitious,  and  excom- 
municated Henry  IV,  the  German  Emperor.  Henry,  tired 
of  his  arrogance,  expelled  him  ignominously  from  Rome, 
and  appointed  Clement  III  as  Pope  in  his  place.  That  the 
clergy  also  cordially  hated  him  is  apparent  from  the  writ- 
ings of  Nauclerus,  e.g.,  “ The  clergy  said  that  Pope  Hil- 
debrand, for  good  causes  was  excommunicated  by  all  the 
bishops  of  Italy ; that  he  had  defiled  the  Apostolic  See  with 
simony,  heresy,  and  murder ; that  he  was  an  apostate,  and 
had  forsaken  the  faith  of  Christ.”  The  Bishops  of  Italy, 
assembled  together  at  the  Council  of  Briscia,  also  placed 
on  record  that  Hildebrand,  Pope  Gregory  VII,  “then  be- 
ing Pope,  was  a false  monk  ; an  usurper  of  the  See  of 
Rome  ; not  appointed  by  God,  but  intruded  by  fraud  and 
money  ; a disturber  of  the  Empire  ; a subverter  of  the 
Church.”  These  are  grave  charges  made  against  the  head 
of  the  Roman  Church  ; made,  not  by  Protestants,  but  by 
the  clergy  and  historians  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

Paschal  II  became  Pope  in  1099,  and  during  his 
reign  of  nineteen  years  three  anti-Popes 
also  claimed  to  be  the  true  successors  of 
Peter,  and  all  four  had  their  bands  of 
followers  and  supporters.  In  those  days 
there  were  so  many  rival  claimants  that  no 
one  knew  who  was  the  rightful  head  of  the  Church.  Be- 
cause of  this  terrible  confusion  no  priest  could  be  certain 
that  he  had  been  properly  ordained,  and  hence  there  was 
grave  doubt  about  the  validity  of  the  sacraments  they  ad- 
ministered. In  the  time  of  Pope  Innocent  II,  1130-1143, 
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there  were  two  other  claimants  ; in  the  time  of  Alexander 
III,  1159-1181,  three  anti-popes  were  nominated  ; and  the 
story  of  factional  strife,  of  quarrels  and  fights,  of  corrup- 
tion and  bribery,  all  with  the  purpose  of  gaining  Peter’s 
chair,  makes  very  sad  reading.  How  it  can  be  supposed 
that  these  men,  many  of  whom  were  corrupt  and  immoral, 
avaricious  and  ambitious,  fierce  and  tyrannical,  using 
murder,  assassination  and  poison  to  attain  their  ends,  were 
Divinely  appointed  representatives  of  Christ  and  heirs  of 
the  Apostle  Peter  passes  our  comprehension.  Let  those  be- 
lieve the  story  who  can  ; we  simply  cannot  accept  such  a 
preposterous  claim. 

The  power  of  the  Church  of  Rome  was  still  further 
increased  by  Innocent  III,  1198-1216.  At 
Pope  Excom-  the  fourth  Lateran  Council  (1215)  the  no- 
municates  vel  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  was  forc- 
King  John.  ed  on  the  Church,  and  the  two  great  Orders 
of  St.  Dominic  and  St.  Francis  date  from 
this  time.  Pope  Innocent  III  ordered  his  armies  to  attack 
the  Albigenses  in  the  south  of  France,  who  had  rejected 
some  of  the  false  doctrines  of  Rome,  and  ruthlessly  exter- 
minated them.  The  leader  of  the  war  of  extermination 
brutally  reported  : “ Neither  sex,  nor  age,  nor  rank  have 

been  spared  ; we  have  put  all  alike  to  the  sword.”  This 
pope  also  excommunicated  Siveno,  King  of  Norway,  and 
placed  the  kingdoms  of  France  and  Aragon  under  an  In- 
terdict. He  also  excommunicated  King  John  of  England, 
and  placed  the  whole  nation  under  an  Interdict,  so  depriv- 
ing England  of  all  the  rites  of  worship  and  the  service  of 
the  Sacraments.  He  claimed  the  right  to  confirm  or  veto 
the  election  to  the  throne  of  Germany,  and  also  to  dispense 
with  civil  and  canon  law.  Puffed  up  by  the  temporal 
power  he  had  assumed,  he  arrogantly  boasted  that  his 
power  so  much  exceeded  the  power  of  earthly  kings  as  the 
sun  doth  the  moon,  and  in  order  to  show  his  power  he  de- 
posed Otho  IV. 

Pope  Gregory  IX,  1227-1241,  thrice  excommunicated 
the  Emperor  Frederick  II,  and  in  order  to  root  out  heresy 
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and  to  overcome  all  opposition  to  the  Church  he  founded 
the  Inquisition  about  A.D.  1229.  Pope  Innocent  IV, 
1243-1254,  also  denounced  and  deposed  the  Emperor 
Frederick  II,  and  absolved  all  his  subjects  from  their  vows 
of  allegiance  to  him,  and  commanded  that  anyone  render- 
ing allegiance  to  him  should  be  excommunicated  from 
the  Church.  He  also  excommunicated  Frederick’s  son, 
Conrad,  who  was  heir  to  the  throne.  He  promulgated  a 
law  that  every  priest  must  obey  the  pope,  even  if  he  com- 
mands what  is  wrong,  for  no  one  can  judge  him.  It  was 
enough  for  the  laity  to  believe  that  God  rewards  the  good,, 
and  to  believe  implicitly  whatever  the  Church  teaches. 
Bishops  and  parochial  clergy  should  know  the  Apostles’ 
Creed ; the  other  clergy  need  not  know  more  than  the 
laity,  and  that  the  body  of  Christ  is  made  in  the  Mass. 

A.  D.  1294  Boniface  VIII  was  elected  pope,  and 
during  his  reign  the  Papacy  reached  the  summit  of  its 
power  and  influence,  in  matters  both  spiritual  and  tem- 
poral. In  1302  he  issued  the  first  papal  Bull,  “ Unam 
Sanctam  Ecclesiasm,”  in  which  he  defined  the  constitution 
of  Church  and  State,  definitely  claimed  to  be  the  supreme 
ruler  of  both,  and  closed  the  Bull  with  the  following  state- 
ment : “We  declare,  say,  define  and  pronounce  that  it 
is  absolutely  necessary  to  salvation  for  every  human 
creature  to  be  subject  to  the  Roman  Pontiff.”  No  claim 
of  any  pope  could  exceed  this  for  arrogancy.  Is  the  pope 
God,  that  we  must  so  submit  ourselves  to  him  ? Certain- 
ly many  in  that  age  refused  to  be  dominated  in  that  way 
by  such  a man,  for  in  the  following  year,  1303,  he  was 
dragged  from  his  throne  and  cast  into  prison  where  he 
died. 


Now  began  the  “ Babylonish  Captivity  of  the 
Papacy  ” which  lasted  from  1305-1378,  when  the  popes 
transferred  themselves  from  Rome  to  Avignon,  during 
which  time  the  Church  was  entirely  subordinate  to 
France.  In  1378  Gregory  XI,  returned  to  Rome,  and  on 
his  death  the  cardinals  met  and  elected  Urban  VI,  and 
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for  some  months  treated  him  as  the  canonically  elected 
Pope.  Then,  dissatisfied  with  his  conduct,  many  cardinals 
left  Rome,  declared  the  election  of  Pope  Urban  VI  to  be 
null  and  void,  and  chose  Clement  VII,  who  set  up  his 
court  at  Avignon,  while  Urban  remained  at  Rome.  Great 
confusion  arose.  Who  was  the  true  Pope  ? 
Schism  in  the  Clement  VII  at  Avignon  was  supported  by 
Church  of  the  Kings  of  France,  Spain  and  Scotland, 

Rome.  while  Urban  VI  was  supported  in  Rome 

by  the  remaining  States  and  countries,  and 
the  world  was  divided  into  two  Obediences.  Thus  began 
the  Great  Schism  in  the  Roman  Church,  with  two  rival 
Popes,  one  issuing  orders  to  the  Church  from  Avignon, 
and  the  other  from  Rome,  both  claiming  to  be  the  sole 
representative  of  Christ,  both  of  them  elected  and  conse- 
crated as  Peter’s  successors,  but  issuing  contradictory 
orders,  and  fiercely  anathematizing  one  another.  Abuses 
and  evils  steadily  increased  as  the  result  of  this  unseemly 
rivalry ; respect  for  the  Holy  See  there  was  none  ; and  the 
popes  depended  on  kings  and  nations  for  support.  Owing 
to  the  Great  Schism  doubts  were  aroused  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  ordinations  of  the  rival  popes  and  of  the  bishops 
consecrated  by  them.  No  bishops  or  priests  ordained  since 
the  death  of  Gregory  XI  could  guarantee  the  validity  of 
the  sacraments  they  administered. 

In  A.  D.  1406  Gregory  XII  was  elected  Pope  in 
Rome  on  the  understanding  that  he  would  end  the  schism, 
but  the  Pope  at  Avignon  refused  to  resign  ; whereupon 
the  Council  of  Pisa,  1409,  which  had  been  called  together 
to  heal  this  disgraceful  schism,  deposed  both  of  them, 
as  being  “ notorious  schismatics  and  heretics,  apostates 
from  the  faith,  infamous  for  crimes,  and  perjured,”  and 
elected  Alexander  V in  their  place.  The  Council  of 
Constance,  1415,  deposed  John  XXIII,  who  had  been 
elected  Pope  in  Rome,  1410.  Clement  VIII  at  Avignon 
abdicated,  and  in  their  place  the  Council  elected  Martin  V 
to  be  the  supreme  head  once  more  of  the  Roman  Church, 
and  in  this  way  the  Great  Schism  was  ended  All  this 
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history  of  intrigue,  schism,  faction  and  quarrelling  for  the 
throne  of  Peter  is  a pitiful  and  humiliating  story,  and  cer- 
tainly does  not  lead  us  to  accept  the  Roman  theory  that 
these  men  were  the  true  successors  and  heirs  of  the  great 
Apostle. 

Pope  Innocent  VIII,  1484-1492,  was  notorious  for  his 
lascivious  life  and  profligate  morals,  but  he  was  succeeded 
by  a man  of  still  more  abandoned  life.  Roderick  Borgia, 
1492-1503,  who  assumed  the  name  of  Alexander  VI  at  his 
election,  which  he  obtained  through  corruption  and 
bribery,  had  three  sons  and  a daughter  living  out  of  a 
family  of  five  illegitimate  children.  He  consecrated  his 
third  son,  Caesar  Borgia,  at  that  time  a student  at  Pisa,  to 
be  a bishop,  then  archbishop  and  then  cardinal,  although 
well  aware  that  he  was  living  an  immoral  life.  Never 
before  had  the  Papal  Court  fallen  to  such  a depth  of 
moral  degradation.  The  shameful  lives  of  those  living 
at  the  Vatican  were  a scandal  to  all  Christendom,  and 
aroused  the  scorn  and  bitter  resentment  of  all  right  mind- 
ed people.  It  was  the  gross  immoralities  of  the  Papal 
Court  which  so  aroused  the  wrath  and  indignation  of 
Martin  Luther  when  he  first  visited  Rome,  and  made  him 
realize  how  entirely  different  was  the  Roman  Church  to 
the  picture  of  the  true  Church  of  God  portrayed  in  the  New 
Testament.  Simony  was  rampant,  bribes  were  freely  given 
and  taken,  and  every  ecclesiastical  office  had  its  price.  As 
the  Pope  was  superior  to  all  law,  and  everything  in  the 
Church  belonged  to  him,  he  could  do  whatever  he  pleased 
with  his  own.  Whenever  he  published  a new  law,  the 
Curia  at  once  estimated  what  the  dispensations  from  it 
would  realize,  since  laws  were  framed  with  the  sole  purpose 
of  providing  an  income  through  dispensations.  The  Popes 
also  derived  a large  income  from  the  bestowal  of  the 
pallium.  In  the  fifteenth  century  German  bishops  had  to 
pay  20,000  florins  for  it.  Ordination  and  preferment  to 
a benefice  was  bought. 
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The  Roman  Catholic  princes  of  Germany  in  1523 
Petition  for  addressed  a petition  to  Pope  Hadrian  VI 
Reform  of  asking  him  to  reform  certain  abuses  in  the 
Abuses  in  the  Church.  They  ennumerated  100,  among 
Church.  them  bei”8' 


No.  5.  How  licence  to  sin  with  impunity  is  granted 
for  money. 

No.  67.  How  more  money  than  penitence  is  exacted 
from  sinners. 

No.  91.  How  bishops  extort  money  from  the  con- 
cubinage of  priests. 

Clerical  concubinage  was  so  general  that  it  aroused 
no  surprise.  In  Rome  itself  the  clergy,  with  scarcely  an 
exception,  kept  concubines,  and  the  practice  was  hardly 
looked  upon  as  sinful.  The  Council  of  Basle  passed  a de- 
cree that  Fornication  should  be  accounted  a sin,”  and 
it  would  hardly  have  done  this  unless  someone  had  said  it 
was  not  a sin.  Abbot  Panormitane  wrote  : “ It  is  com- 
monly said  that  for  simple  fornication  no  priest  ought  to  be 
deprived  of  his  living,  for  that  very  few  priests  are 
found  without  that  fault.  The  bishop  is  not  bound  todeprive 
a priest  that  keepeth  a concubine.”  In  1565,  while  the 
Council  of  Trent  was  going  on,  there  were  28,000  regis- 
tered harlots  in  Rome,  and  someone  has  remarked  on  the 
strange  fact  that  while  the  authorities  of  the  Church  of 
Rome  killed  thousands  of  heretics,  i.  e.,  Protestants,  they 
spared  the  harlots.  So  bad  was  the  moral  state  of  Rome 
that  Cardinal  Bonaventure  stated  in  his  commentary  on 
the  Revelation  that  the  harlot  who  made  kings  and  nations 
drunk  with  the  wine  of  her  whoredoms  was  the  Church 
of  Rome. 


Pius  III  was  succeeded  in  1503  by  Julius  II,  who 
granted  to  Henry  VIII  before  he  came  to  the  throne  of 
England,  a dispensation,  contrary  to  the  rule  and  practice 
of  the  Church  at  that  time,  to  marry  Catherine,  his  brother’s 
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widow.  His  successor  was  Leo  X who,  in  order 
to  raise  money  for  the  rebuilding  of  the 
Luther’s  Pro-  Church  of  St.  Peter  in  Rome,  sanctioned 
test  about  the  the  indiscriminate  sale  of  Indulgences,  and 
Sale  of  Indul-  caused  Luther  boldly  to  make  his  protest  at 
gences.  Wittemberg,  which  led  on  to  the  Reform- 

ation in  Germany  and  the  rest  of  Europe. 
Enraged  at  the  Reformation  in  England,  and  the  conse- 
quent loss  of  large  numbers  of  adherents,  and  vast  sums  of 
money  which  had  formerly  been  paid  to  Rome,  Pope  Paul 
III  in  1538  excommunicated  King  Henry  VIII,  and  all 
those  of  the  English  nation,  bishops,  priests  and  laity,  who 
sided  with  him  in  his  quarrel  with  the  Pope.  Later  on 
great  efforts  were  made  to  induce  those  who  had  broken 
away  from  Rome  to  return,  but  the  Church  had  become 
so  corrupt  both  in  doctrine  and  practice  that  the  efforts 
made  were  all  in  vain. 

But  why  continue  the  painful  and  humiliating  story  ? 
It  can  be  read  in  any  reliable  Church  History.  We  do 
not  wish  to  exult  over  a Church  which  has  fallen  away 
from  the  pure  faith  and  doctrine  of  the  primitive  Catholic 
Church,  but  we  wish  our  brethren  who  are  unable  to  ob- 
tain the  information  hidden  away  in  libraries,  and  are  there- 
fore ignorant  of  the  past  history  of  the  Roman  Church, 
and  have  to  accept  any  version  of  it  which  the  priest 
chooses  to  give,  to  know  the  true  facts,  and  so  most  unwill- 
ingly we  have  included  this  brief  account  of  some  of  the 
Popes,  of  their  lives,  acts,  doctrines,  and  claims.  We  have 
told  this  story  so  that  men  and  women  may  not  be  led 
away  from  the  Church  of  their  baptism  to  enter  another 
which  claims  to  be  the  Catholic  Church  of  God,  but  has 
wandered  so  far  from  the  true  Catholic  Faith  taught  by 
Christ  and  His  disciples. 


CHAPTER  IX 

SOME  COUNCILS  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

Roman  Catholics  lay  very  great  emphasis  on  the 
authority  of  the  Councils  of  the  Church,  and  use  their 
decrees  and  canons  to  establish  their  doctrines ; they 
assert  that  such  decrees  are  binding  upon  all  Christians. 
Fr.  Bruno,  in  his  book  Catholic  Belief,  p.  124,  states  that 
“A  Council,  in  order  to  be  ^Ecumenical,  must  be  con- 
voked by  the  pope,  or  at  least  with  his  consent,  and  be 
presided  over  by  him,  or  by  his  legates.  The  decrees  of  a 
Council  must  also  have  his  approval.”  He  further  adds 

that  “ A General  Council  headed  by  the  Pope has 

the  privilege  of  doctrinal  infallibility  and  supreme  author- 
ity.” He  says  that  these  ^Ecumenical  Councils  are 
nineteen  in  number,  and  that  “ there  is  no  instance  of  a 
doctrine  of  faith  and  morals  defined  by  one  General 
Council  having  been  changed  by  another  General  Council 
or  by  the  Pope.”  Let  us  examine  these  various  state- 
ments and  see  if  history  corroborates  them. 

1. — “ A Council  must  be  convoked  by  the  pope,  or 
at  least  with  his  consent.”  History  shows 
Councils  were  that  during  the  first  five  hundred  years  all 
convened  by  General  Councils  of  the  Church  were  as- 
the  Emperors,  sembled  at  the  order  of  the  Emperor,  and 
and  not  by  during  that  period  there  is  no  instance  of 
the  Popes.  any  General  Council  meeting  at  the  orders 
of  the  Bishops  of  Rome.  If  the  popes 
wished  a Council  to  be  called  together  they  had  to  petition 
the  Emperor  to  assemble  the  bishops  of  the  Empire  in 
Council,  and  even  then  their  petitions  were  not  always 
complied  with. 

A. — The  Council  of  Nicaea,  the  first  General 
Council  of  the  Church,  was  convoked  in  A.  D.  325,  not  by 
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the  Pope,  but  by  the  Emperor  Constantine.  Eusebius, 
the  Church  historian  of  that  period,  writes  : “ Constantine, 
the  Emperor,  gathered  a General  Council,  and  by  honour- 
able writs  called  the  bishops  of  all  countries  to  repair 
thither.”  This  is  corroborated  by  Theodoretus  and 
Sozomenus,  both  early  Church  historians.  The  Emperor 
paid  for  the  travelling  expenses  of  all  the  bishops  who 
attended.  Sylvester,  Bishop  of  Rome,  was  summoned  to 
attend  by  the  Emperor  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  were 
all  the  other  bishops  of  the  Catholic  Church,  but  on 
account  of  his  age  and  infirmity  he  was  excused  attend- 
ance, and  was  allowed  to  be  represented  by  two  priest- 
delegates  from  the  Church  of  Rome. 

B. — The  second  General  Council,  that  of  Constan- 
tinople, was  summoned  in  381,  not  by  Damasus,  Bishop 
of  Rome,  but  by  the  Emperor  Theodosius,  and  again  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  was  conspicuous  by  his  absence,  nor  was 
his  consent  to  hold  the  Council  ever  asked.  It  is  true  that 
he  summoned  the  Bishops  of  the  East  to  attend,  but  these 
orders  were  issued,  not  in  his  own  name,  but  in  the  name 
of  the  Emperor. 

C.  — The  Council  of  Ephesus,  the  third  General 
Council  of  the  Church,  was  convened  by  the  Emperor 
Theodosius  II,  431,  who  was  unable  to  be  present,  but 
sent  his  representative  Count  Candidian.  Fr.  Bruno, 
p.  125,  states  that  the  Council  “ was  held  under  Pope 
Celestine  I,”  but  he  was  most  certainly  not  present,  nor 
were  the  orders  to  the  bishops  to  assemble  at  Ephesus 
issued  by  him,  but  by  the  Emperor.  Cyril,  Bishop  of 
Alexandria,  who  presided  over  the  Council,  would  not 
even  wait  for  the  arrival  of  the  pope’s  delegates,  and  he 
certainly  did  not  preside  as  the  pope’s  representative. 

D.  — The  Council  of  Chalcedon,  assembled  A.  D. 
451,  at  the  order  of  the  Emperor  Martian.  Fr.  Bruno 
says  it  met  “ under  Pope  Leo  the  Great,”  but  the  facts 
are  that  Leo  had  to  beg  the  Emperor  to  convene  the 
Council  and  command  the  bishops  to  attend.  The 
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Emperor  refused  his  request  that  the  Council  might  meet 
in  Italy,  and  ordered  the  bishops  to  attend  at  Nicaea,  and 
then  transferred  the  Council  to  Chalcedon.  Two  Roman 
bishops  and  a priest  attended  to  represent  Leo.  The 
letter  of  Pope  Leo  to  the  Emperor  will  show  who  really 
summoned  the  Council,  whether  it  was  the  Emperor  or  the 
Pope.  The  following  is  an  extract  : “ All  our  Churches 

and  all  our  priests  most  humbly  beseech  your  majesty 
with  sobs  and  tears  that  you  will  command  a General 
Council  to  be  holden  within  Italy.”  The  Council  was 
held,  not  in  Italy,  but  in  Asia  Minor,  and  Leo  was  sum- 
moned with  the  other  bishops  to  attend. — (Concil.  Chal. 
Act.  1.) 

E. - — The  Second  Council  of  Constantinople,  the 

fifth  General  Council  of  the  Church,  assembled  in  553  at 
the  orders  of  the  Emperor  Justinian.  Pope  Vigilius  was 
summoned  to  attend,  but  absented  himseL.  He  was 
deposed  by  the  Council,  and  his  name  was  erased  from 
the  diptychs,  the  Church  registers  in  which  were  inscribed 
the  names  of  those  for  whom  the  Church  was  instructed  to 
pray. 

F.  — The  Third  Council  of  Constantinople,  so  Fr. 

Bruno  states,  was  “ held  under  Pope  Agatho.”  The 
historical  fact  is  that  the  bishops  of  the  whole  Church 
were  ordered  to  attend  by  the  Emperor  Constantine  IV  ; 
it  was  presided  over  by  the  Emperor  himself ; and  when 
he  was  unable  to  be  present  at  some  of  the  sessions  his 
chair  was  left  vacant. 

We  have  now  seen  with  regard  to  the  first  six  General 
Councils  of  the  Church  how  far  history 
History  does  corroborates  the  Roman  Catholic  state- 
not  corrobo-  ment  that  Councils  were  summoned  by  the 
rate  Fr.  popes,  or  at  least  with  their  consent.  In 

Bruno.  five  hundred  years  not  one  of  the  first  six 

Councils  was  convened  by  the  popes  ; in 
none  of  them  did  the  popes  preside ; and  they  were 
summoned  to  attend  in  exactly  the  same  way  as  were  all 
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the  other  bishops.  The  following  extracts  from  contempo- 
rary writers  fully  endorse  this.  Socrates,  the  Early  Church 
historian  writes  : “ Since  the  emperors  were  first  baptised, 
the  great  Councils  have  been  and  are  assembled  by  their 
advice.”  Jerome’s  evidence  is  the  same : “ To  stop 

certain  ecclesiastical  dissensions,  the  Emperor’s  writ  caused 
the  bishops,  as  well  of  the  East  as  of  the  West,  to  draw  to 
Rome,”  and  in  his  letter  to  the  heretical  Ruffinus,  who 
had  appealed  to  some  small  local  Council,  Jerome  asks  : 
“What  Emperor  commanded  that  Council  to  be  called?” 
Ambrose,  addressing  the  bishops  assembled  at  the  Council 
of  Aquileia,  says  : “We  are  met  together,  at  Aquileia,  by 
the  command  of  the  Emperor.”  The  bishops  gathered 
together  at  Constantinople,  in  sending  greetings  to  the 
Emperor,  wrote  : “ We  are  come  to  Constantinople  by 

Your  Majesty’s  commission.”  Eusebius,  in  his  Church 
History,  writes  of  a Council  which  had  been  held  in 
Rome  as  follows  : “ Here  is  a copy  of  the  Emperor’s 

writ,  whereby  he  hath  commanded  a Council  of  Bishops 
to  be  kept  at  Rome,”  and  writing  of  the  Emperor  Con- 
stantius,  he  says  : “ He  appointed  Councils  of  Bishops  to 

assemble  together.”  Theodore  t writes  that  the  Emperor 
Theodosius  I did  “ command  the  Bishops  of  his  Empire  to 
be  assembled  together  at  Constantinople,”  and  Socrates 
records  that  Theodosius  II  did  “ by  his  edict  command 
the  Bishops  to  meet  at  Ephesus.”  The  Councils  of 
Sardica,  Ariminium,  Seleucia,  Sirmium  and  Milan  were 
all  assembled  at  the  orders  of  the  Emperor  Constantius. 
The  statements  of  these  historians  do  not  tally  with  that 
of  Fr.  Bruno,  and  Pope  Paschal,  too,  seems  to  have  wand- 
ered from  the  truth  when  he  states  that  “All  Councils 
both  have  been  made  and  have  received  their  strength 
and  force  by  the  authority  of  the  Church  of  Rome.” 
Why  do  we  read  of  all  these  prayers  and  entreaties  of  the 
Popes  to  the  Emperors  to  assemble  Councils  if  the  power 
to  convene  them  was  exclusively  that  of  the  Popes  of 
Rome  ? 


2. — The  second  point  the  Romanists  emphasize  is  that 
Councils  “ must  be  presided  over  by  the  Pope  or  by  his 
legates,”  if  they  are  to  be  considered  .Ecumenical,  that  is, 
General  Church  Councils.  According  to  this  dictum  some 
of  the  most  important  Councils  must  be  ignored  as  they  did 
not  fulfil  this  condition.  The  Council  of 
Popes  did  not  Nicaea,  325,  the  two  Councils  of  Ephesus  in 
preside  over  431  and  449,  and  the  fifth  General  Council  in 

Councils.  553  were  not  presided  over  by  the  Popes  or 
by  their  legates.  Yet  Fr.  Bruno,  p.  125,  says 
that  at  the  Council  of  Nicaea  “ the  Pope  was  represented  by 
Hosius  of  Cordova,  his  legate,  who  presided  in  union  with 
the  two  Roman  priests  Vetus  and  Vincentius.”  Every 
reliable  Church  History  records  that  the  Council  was 
opened  by  the  Emperor  Constantine  himself,  who  then 
vacated  the  chair  for  Hosius,  Bishop  of  Cordova,  who  had 
been  his  confidential  adviser  in  all  ecclesiastical  matters, 
and  who  had  urged  the  Emperor  to  convene  the  Council. 
He  was  the  representative  of  the  Emperor,  not  of  the 
Pope,  and  as  such  presided  over  the  Council.  In  his 
absence  at  some  of  the  sessions  Eustathius,  Bishop  of 
Antioch,  and  Alexander,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  presided. 
The  Emperor  was  frequently  present  at  the  Councils,  and 
often  tendered  his  advice  to  the  bishops. 

The  statement  that  two  Roman  priests  presided  over 
this  Council  of  Patriarchs,  Archbishops,  and  Bishops,  as 
representatives  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  is  entirely  unhis- 
torical,  in  fact,  quite  untrue.  Fr.  Bruno’s  desire  to 
produce  any  sort  of  proof  for  his  theory  that  the  Bishops  of 
Rome,  even  in  the  fourth  century,  were  regarded  as 
supreme  in  the  Church,  caused  him  to  overlook  the  utter 
absurdity  of  the  idea  that  two  priests  presided  over  a 
Council  of  318  bishops  assembled  from  all  over  the  world. 
It  also  caused  him  to  ignore  the  statement  of  the  Roman 
historian  Aenas  Sylvanus,  who  was  afterwards  Pope  Pius 
II,  that  up  to  the  period  of  the  Council  of  Nicaea  the 
Bishops  of  Rome  exercised  very  little  influence  beyond  the 
borders  of  their  own  diocese. 
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The  Council  of  Constantinople,  381,  which  defined 
the  most  important  doctrine  concerning  the  Holy  Ghost, 
was  certainly  not  presided  over  by  the  Pope  ; he  was  not 
even  represented  by  legates.  The  president  of  the  Council 
wasMeletius,  Bishop  of  Antioch,  who  was  not  even  in  com- 
munion with  the  Church  of  Rome  at  that  time,  and  on  his 
death  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Bishop  of  Constantinople, 
presided.  Fr.  Bruno  states  that  the  Council  of  Ephesus, 
431,  “ was  held  under  Pope  Celestine  I,”  and  that  “ the 
Emperor  Theodosius  the  Younger  was  present.”  Again 
he  is  mistaken,  for  the  Emperor  was  not  present  in  person, 
but  sent  his  representative,  Count  Candidian  ; nor  was 
Pope  Celestine  there.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  how 
this  Council  “was  held  under  the  Pope”  when  he  had 
neither  the  authority  or  power  to  convene  it,  nor  was  he 
even  present  in  person.  At  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  the 
legates  of  the  Pope  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the 
Church  presided  at  a General  Council.  Pope  Leo  I wrote 
to  complain  to  the  Emperor  that  Dioscorus,  Bishop  of 
Alexandria,  did  “challenge  to  himself  the  principal  place” 
in  the  Council,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  Pope  and 
his  legates  were  not  always  welcome  visitors  to  the 
Councils,  and  that  their  claims  to  the  presidency  were 
certainly  not  accepted  by  everyone. 

At  the  second  Council  of  Constantinople,  Vigilius,  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  was  neither  present,  nor  was  he  represent- 
ed by  any  one,  and  on  the  demand  of  the  Emperor  his 
name  was  removed  from  the  diptychs  of  the  Church.  Fr. 
Bruno  states  that  the  next  Council,  the  third  of  Constanti- 
nople, “ was  held  under  Pope  Agatho.”  As  a matter  of 
fact  and  history  the  Emperor  Constantine  IV  himself  pre- 
sided, and  whenever  he  was  absent  at  any  session  his 
chair  was  left  vacant. 

If  the  claim  that  only  those  Councils  can  be  recog- 
nized as  General  Councils  over  which  the  Pope  or  his 
representative  has  presided  is  correct,  then  five  of  the  first 
six  Great  Councils  cannot  be  reckoned  as  General 
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Councils  ; for  only  over  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  did  the 
Pope’s  representative  preside,  and  even  on  that  occasion 
his  presidency  of  the  Council  was  challenged.  Yet  all 
these  six  Councils  are  included  in  the  list  of  General 
Councils  by  Fr.  Bruno. 

3.— The  third  point  about  Councils  stressed  by  Fr. 
Bruno  is  that  “the  decrees  of  a Council  must  also  have 
the  Pope’s  approval.”  Here  again  he  is  wrong,  for  the 
authority  of  the  decrees  passed  depended,  not  on  their 
confirmation  by  the  Popes  of  Rome,  but  on  the  consent 
of  the  Church,  as  expressed  by  her  bishops  assembled  in 
the  Council.  None  of  the  decisions  of  the  first  great 
General  Councils  were  sent  to  the  Bishops  of  Rome  for 
their  special  confirmation.  They  received  them,  as  did 
all  the  other  Bishops,  as  the  orders  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
to  which  they  had  to  conform  as  officers  of  that  Church. 

As  a matter  of  history,  which  cannot  be  truthfully 
denied,  the  decrees  and  decisions  of  all 
The  decrees  the  Great  Councils  were  first  of  all  sent  to 
of  Councils  the  Emperors  for  their  approval  and  con- 
were  approved  firmation,  and  were  then  forwarded  to  the 
by  the  Em-  bishops  of  the  Church,  including  the 
perors  and  by  bishops  of  Rome,  for  their  information, 
the  Bishops.  approval,  and  action.  The  decrees  of 
provincial  or  local  Councils  were  sent  by 
the  bishops  present  to  their  fellow  bishops  for  their  infor- 
mation and  approval.  The  special  confirmation  by  the 
bishops  of  Rome,  as  though  without  their  approval  they 
could  not  be  accepted  by  the  other  bishops  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  is  a mere  invention  by  Roman  writers  to  bolster 
up  their  claim  for  the  bishops  of  Rome  to  the  supremacy 
of  the  whole  Church. 

The  decrees  of  the  Council  of  Nicaea  were  signed  by 
Hosius,  Bishop  of  Cordova,  as  president  of  the  Council. 
Abbot  Chapman  in  his  recent  book  about  this  Council, 
writes  : “ Did  the  Pope  solemnly  confirm  it  ? No  acts 

of  the  Council  remain,  and  we  are  driven  to  conjecture. 
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I am  inclined  to  think  that  no  Papal  confirmation  was 
ever  given.”  Athanasius  says  of  the  Emperor  Constantine 
that  “ he  did  by  law  confirm  the  decrees  of  the  Council 
of  Nicaea,”  and  this  is  corroborated  by  the  historian 
Eusebius. 

As  regards  the  decrees  of  the  Second  General  Council 
Fr.  Bruno  states,  on  what  authority  we  do  not  know,  that 
its  decrees  “were  confirmed  by  Pope  Damasus  II.” 
Whether  the  decrees  were  presented  to  this  Pope  for  con- 
firmation or  not  we  cannot  say,  but  we  do  know  that  they 
were  sent  to  the  Emperor  Theodosius  for  his  approval  and 
confirmation.  Sozomen  records  that  the  Bishops  of  the 
Council,  when  sending  the  decrees,  wrote  to  the  Emperor 
Theodosius  as  follows  : “ We  beseech  your  Majesty  that, 

as  you  have  honoured  the  Church  by  your  letters,  where- 
with you  have  called  us  together,  so  it  may  please  you  to 
confirm  the  final  conclusions  of  our  decrees  with  your 
sentence  and  your  seal.” 

The  Third  General  Council  condemned  Nestorianism, 
but  the  proceedings  were  so  disorderly  that  the  Emperor 
summoned  the  contending  parties  to  argue  their  case 
before  him  ; the  discussion,  however,  led  to  no  result. 

At  the  fourth  Council,  that  of  Chalcedon,  Fr.  Bruno 
states,  “ Papal  Supremacy  was  acknowledged,”  whereas 
the  facts  are  that  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  was 
declared  second  in  rank  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  but  with 
equal  rights, — (Concil.  Chalc.  Act  16).  It  is  on  record 
that  “ the  Pope’s  legates  did  earnestly  resist,  clamour,  and 
protest  against  it.”  The  Pope,  Leo  I,  strove  with  all  his 
might  to  get  the  decree  rescinded,  but  failed.  He  most 
certainly  did  not  confirm  it.  In  his  Epist  53  Leo  wrote  : 
“ They  were  never  able  to  get  our  consent,”  and  in  his 
Epist  59  he  further  records  : “I  reproved  those  things  that 
were  evil  attempted  by  the  Council  of  Chalcedon.” 
The  decree  remained,  and  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  is 
certainly  reckoned  as  one  of  the  General  Councils.  The 
decrees  of  the  Council  were  confirmed  by  an  Edict  of  the 
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Emperor  Martian  which  runs  : “ We,  having  by  the 

sacred  Edict  confirmed  the  Holy  Council,  do  warn  all  to 
cease  from  disputes  about  religion.”  When  the  Emperor 
Martian  offered  thanks  to  God  for  the  decisions  of  the 
Council,  the  bishops  present  called  out  “ Thou  art  both 
priest  and  king,  victor  in  war,  and  teacher  of  the  faith.” 

Fr.  Bruno  tells  us  that  the  decrees  of  the  Second 
Council  of  Constantinople,  553,  were  “ confirmed  by  Pope 
Vigilius,”  and  that  the  Council  “received  the  sanction  of 
the  Pope.”  What  are  the  facts  ? Vigilius  refused  to 
accept  them,  whereupon  the  Council  excommunicated 
him,  and  the  Emperor  banished  him.  His  name,  by 
order  of  the  Emperor  Justinian,  was  removed  from  the 
diptychs  of  the  Church  in  the  East.  After  six  months  of 
exile  he  capitulated,  and  wrote  a most  humiliating  sub- 
mission to  the  decisions  of  the  Council,  and  was  allowed 
to  return  to  Rome,  but  died  on  the  way.  If  that  is  “ a 
confirmation  of  the  decrees  of  a Council  by  a Pope  ” it 
does  not  appear  to  be  of  much  importance.  Such  a con- 
firmation does  not  enhance  the  value  of  a decree  so 
confirmed.  The  decrees  of  the  Council  were  confirmed, 
not  by  Pope  Vigilius,  who  was  deposed  by  the  Council, 
but  by  the  Emperor  Justinian,  who  further  showed  his 
authority  by  punishing  those  who  would  not  submit  to  its 
findings. 


4. — The  fourth  contention  of  Fr.  Bruno  and  other 
Roman  writers  is  that  “ a Council  headed  by  the  Pope 
has  the  privilege  of  doctrinal  infallibility  and  supreme 
authority.”  Here  their  ship  is  indeed  in  troubled  waters. 
„ They  affirm  much,  but  the  facts  of  history 

are  entirely  against  them,  and  Article  XXI 

not  infallible  b-  , ’j  : 


in  their  Judg- 
ments. 


of  the  Church  of  England  is  much  more 
accurate  than  Fr.  Bruno.  The  Article 


reads  thus  : “ General  Councils . 

when  they  be  gathered  together  (forasmuch  as  they  be  an 
assembly  of  men,  whereof  all  be  not  governed  with  the 
Spirit  and  Word  of  God)  they  may  err,  and  sometimes 
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have  erred,  even  in  such  things  pertaining  unto  God. 
Wherefore  things  ordained  by  them  as  necessary  to  sal- 
vation have  neither  strength  nor  authority  unless  it  may 
be  declared  that  they  be  taken  out  of  Holy  Scripture.” 
Fr.  Bruno  asserts  that  “ General  Councils  headed  by  the 
Pope  are  infallible  in  their  judgments,  and  there  is  no 
instance  of  a doctrine  on  faith  or  morals  defined  by  one 
General  Council  having  been  changed  by  another  General 
Council  or  by  any  Pope,” — p.  125.  On  the  other  hand 
the  Church  of  England  definitely  states  that  they  “ may 
err,  and  sometimes  have  erred,  even  in  matters  pertaining 
to  God.”  Which  of  these  two  views  is  the  correct  one  ? 
Which  of  these  two  views  is  corroborated  by  history? 
Many  examples  might  be  given  of  Councils  contradicting 
one  another  ; of  Councils  cancelling  the  decisions  of  pre- 
vious Councils  ; of  later  Councils  decreeing  doctrines 
which  were  unknown  in  the  Primitive  Church  ; but  we 
will  restrict  our  enquiry  to  one  Council  only,  that  of  Trent, 
which  lasted  from  1545  to  1563. 

Pope  Pius  IV  summed  up  all  the  decrees  passed  by  the 
Council  in  a Creed,  known  as  “ The  Creed  of  Pope  Pius 
IV.,”  which  was  published  in  1564,  and  on  the  authority  of 
the  Pope  it  became  the  Creed  of  the  Roman  Church.  In 
this  way  twelve  new  Articles  were  added  to  the  Faith  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  to  which  every  new  convert  to  Roman 
Catholicism  must  subscribe  before  he  can  be  received  into 
the  Church  of  Rome.  The  Creed  is  as  follows  : — 

The  Creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV. 

I.  “I  most  steadfastly  admit  and  embrace  Apostolic 
and  Ecclesiastical  Traditions,  and  all  other  observances 
and  constitutions  of  the  same  Church. 

II.  “I  also  admit  the  Holy  Scriptures,  according  to 

The  Creed  nf  t^iat  sense  which  our  Holy  Mother,  the 
Pius  IV  Church,  has  held  and  does  hold,  to  which 

it  belongs,  to  judge  of  the  true  sense  and 
interpretations  of  the  Scriptures  ; neither  will  I ever  take 
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and  interpret  them  otherwise  than  according  to  the  un- 
animous consent  of  the  Fathers. 

III.  “ I also  profess,  that  there  are  truly  and  proper- 
ly Seven  Sacraments  of  the  new  law  instituted  by  Jesus 
Christ  our  Lord,  and  necessary  for  the  salvation  of  man- 
kind, though  not  all  for  every  one  ; to  wit,  Baptism, 
Confirmation,  Eucharist,  Penance,  Extreme  Unction, 
Orders,  and  Matrimony,  and  that  they  confer  grace  ; 
and  that  of  these  Baptism,  Confirmation,  and  Orders, 
cannot  be  reiterated  without  sacrilege  : and  I also  receive 
and  admit  the  received  and  approved  ceremonies  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  used  in  the  solemn  administration  of 
the  aforesaid  Sacraments. 

IV.  “ I embrace  and  receive  all  and  every  one  of 
the  things  which  have  been  defined  and  declared  in  the 
Holy  Council  of  Trent,  concerning  Original  Sin  and 
Justification. 

V.  “I  profess  likewise,  that  in  the  Mass  there  is 
offered  to  God  a true,  proper  and  propitiatory  sacrifice 
for  the  living  and  the  dead  ; and  that  in  the  most  Holy 
Sacrament  of  the  Eucharist  there  are  truly,  really,  and 
substantially,  the  body  and  blood,  together  with  soul  and 
divinity  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  ; and  that  there  is  made 
a conversion  of  the  whole  substance  of  the  bread  into  the 
body,  and  of  the  whole  substance  of  the  wine  into  the 
blood  ; which  conversion  the  Catholic  Church  calls  Tran- 
substantiation.  I also  confess,  that  under  either  kind 
alone,  Christ  is  received  whole  and  entire,  and  a true 
Sacrament. 

VI.  “ I constantly  hold  that  there  is  a Purgatory,  and 
that  the  souls  detained  there  are  helped  by  the  suffrages 
of  the  faithful. 

VII.  “ Likewise,  that  the  Saints,  reigning  together 
with  Christ,  are  to  be  honoured  and  invocated  ; and  that 
they  offer  prayers  to  God  for  us,  and  that  their  relics  are 
to  be  held  in  veneration. 
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VIII.  “ I most  firmly  assert,  that  the  Images  of 
Christ,  of  the  Mother  of  God,  ever  Virgin,  and  also  of 
other  Saints,  may  be  had  and  retained  ; and  that  due 
honour  and  veneration  are  to  be  given  to  them. 

IX.  “ I also  affirm,  that  the  power  of  Indulgences 
was  left  by  Christ  in  the  Church,  and  that  the  use  of  them 
is  most  wholesome  to  Christian  people. 

X.  “I  acknowledge  the  Holy,  Catholic,  Apostolic 
Roman  Church,  for  the  Mother  and  Mistress  of  all 
Churches,  and  I promise  and  swear  true  obedience  to  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  successor  to  St.  Peter,  Prince  of  the 
Apostles,  and  Vicar  of  Jesus  Christ. 

XI.  “ I likewise  undoubtedly  receive  and  profess  all 
other  things  delivered,  defined  and  declared  by  the  Sacred 
Canons  and  General  Councils,  and  particularly  of  the 
Holy  Council  of  Trent  ; and  I condemn,  reject,  and 
anathematize  all  things  contrary  thereto,  and  all  heresies, 
which  the  Church  condemned,  rejected,  and  anathema- 
tized. 

XII.  “ I,  N.  N.,  do  at  this  present  freely  profess,  and 
sincerely  hold  this  true  Catholic  faith,  without  which  no 
one  can  be  saved  ; and  I promise  most  constantly  to 
retain  and  confess  the  same  entire  and  inviolate,  with 
God’s  assistance,  to  the  end  of  my  life.” 

We  assert  without  hesitation  that  not  one  of  these 
new  Articles  of  the  Faith  can  be  found  in  the  Nicene 
Creed,  nor  can  they  be  substantiated  from  Holy  Scrip- 
ture ; some  of  them  are  contrary  to  the  teaching  of  Scrip- 
ture ; some  are  “ plainly  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God.” 
The  XXII  Article  of  Religion  of  the  Church  of  England 
is  very  emphatic  about  some  of  them.  The  Article  is  as 
follows  : “ The  Romish  Doctrine  concerning  Purgatory, 

Pardons,  Worshipping  and  Adoration,  as  well  of  Images 
as  of  Reliques,  and  also  invocation  of  Saints,  is  a fond 
thing  vainly  invented,  and  grounded  upon  no  warranty 
of  Scripture,  but  rather  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God.” 
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If  the  Pope  really  believed  that  through  the  special 
gift  of  Christ  he  was  endowed  with  special  grace  which 
made  him  the  infallible  guide  of  the  Church,  why  did  he 
go  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  calling  together  a large 
Council  of  Bishops,  all  of  them  fallible  men,  to  discuss  and 
decide  matters  which  he  could  have  decided  without  their 
help  ? If  the  doctrine  of  the  infallibility  of  the  Pope  is 
true,  then  the  Council  of  Trent  was  an  utter  farce  and 
altogether  unnecessary.  Fr.  Bruno  may  claim  infallibility 
for  his  Councils  headed  by  the  Popes,  but  there  are  very 
few  sane  educated  men  who  will  acknowledge  his  claim  to 
be  a true  one  ; it  is  contradicted  by  the  plain  facts  of 
history. 

In  what  does  this  boasted  “supreme  authority”  of 
the  Council  of  Trent  consist,  since  every 
Decrees  of  one  of  the  doctrines  and  practices  of  the 
Trent  rejected  Council  enumerated  above  have  been 
by  half  of  rejected  by  one-half  of  Christendom?  Pro- 
Christendom.  testants  are  as  much  members  of  the  Holy 
Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  as  are 
Homan  Catholics,  and  they  refuse  to  allow  these  innova- 
tions to  be  incorporated  into  the  Creed  of  the  Catholic 
Church. 

We  are  solemnly  assured  that  these  Councils  have 
“ the  privilege  of  doctrinal  infallibility  and  supreme 
authority  we  are  also  told  that  our  salvation  depends 
on  our  acceptance  of  the  dogma  of  the  infallibility  of  the 
Popes  in  deciding  all  matters  of  Faith  and  Morals.  Accord- 
ing to  this,  Councils  are  infallible  and  Popes  are  infalli- 
ble ; can  they  explain  how  it  happened — if  their  statement 
is  true — that  infallible  Councils  deposed  infallible  Popes  ? 
The  Sixth  General  Council  condemned  and  anathema- 
tized Pope  Honorius  I as  a heretic  who  had  “endeavoured 
by  profane  betrayal  to  subvert  the  immaculate  faith.” 
The  Council  of  Pisa,  1409.  deposed  two  rival  Popes, 
Gregory  XII  and  Benedict  XIII,  as  they  were  “ notorious 
schismatics  and  heretics,  apostates  from  the  faith,  infamous 
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for  crimes  and  perjured,”  and  elected  Alexander  V as 
Pope  in  their  place. 

The  Council  of  Constance,  1414,  placed  on  trial  three 
rival  Popes,  viz.,  Pope  John  XXIII,  Pope 
Three  Popes  Benedict  XIII,  and  Pope  Clement  VIII, 
deposed  by  the  degraded  them  from  their  office,  excom- 
Council  of  municated  them,  and  in  their  place  elected 
Constance.  Martin  V as  the  rightful  Pope  of  Rome, 
who  thereupon  confirmed  the  decrees  of 

the  Council. 

These  Councils  clearly  demonstrated  the  fact  that  a 
Pope,  even  if  canonidally  elected,  could  be  deposed  by  a 
Council,  and  by  their  acts  and  decrees  formally  repudiat- 
ed the  supposed  supremacy  of  the  Pope.  By  their  decrees 
it  was  made  plain  that  it  was  the  Church,  and  the  Council 
representing  it,  which  inherits  the  promises  of  Christ,  and 
not  the  Pope,  who  may  err  apart  from  a Council,  and  can 
be  called  to  account  by  it  for  his  error. 

The  decrees  of  the  Council  of  Constance,  including 
the  one  which  made  every  one,  even  the  Pope,  subject  to 
the  rulings  of  a General  Council,  had  been  confirmed  by 
Martin  V,  but  later  on  Pope  Pius  II,  1458-1464,  published 
a Bull  formally  condemning  the  practice  of  appealing 
from  the  Pope’s  decisions  to  a General  Council.  Pope 
Sixtus  IV,  in  1478,  annulled  the  decrees  of  the  Council  of 
Constance,  and  in  1483  confirmed  the  Bull  of  Pope  Pius 
II.  This  is  only  one  of  several  instances  of  a Pope  annul- 
ling the  decisions  of  an  infallible  Council,  on  the  plea  that 
he  was  the  supreme  governor  of  the  Church,  and  its  in- 
fallible guide  and  teacher. 

The  Council  of  Basle  was  summoned  by  Martin  V 
according  to  his  promise  made  to  the  Council  of  Con- 
stance, but  met  under  his  successor  Eugenius  IV,  1431. 
When  the  members  pressed  for  the  reform  of  abuses  they 
were  opposed  by  the  Pope  and  the  Curia,  and  the  Council 
was  prorogued.  Kings,  Rulers,  Bishops,  and  Universities 
protested,  and  the  Pope  had  to  submit,  and  the  Council 


102 


was  reassembled  in  1433.  The  members  were  very  em- 
bittered at  the  opposition  of  the  Pope  to  any  reforms  in 
the  Church  ; they  proceeded  to  pass  the  following  decree  : 
“ Councils  are  superior  to  Popes,  which  truth  . . . whoever 
doth  oppose  is  to  be  accounted  a heretic  ....  otherwise, 
whensoever  the  Pope  erreth,  as  he  hath 
Councils  are  often  erred  and  may  do  again,  the  whole 
superior  to  Church  should  err  with  him.”  They  re- 

Popes.  membered  that  in  spite  of  Christ’s  pecial 

prayer  for  Peter  he  deserted  and  denied 
his  Lord,  and  could  see  no  reason  why  the  Popes  should 
be  specially  immune  from  the  attacks  of  the  Evil  One. 
The  Council  then  placed  Pope  Eugenius  IV  on  trial, 
deposed  and  excommunicated  him,  and  in  his  place 
elected  Amadeus,  Duke  of  Savoy,  as  Pope  Felix  V Ama- 
deus officiated  as  Pope  from  1439-1443,  when  Eugenius 
regained  his  former  position  as  Pope. 

With  these  examples  of  Councils  deposing  properly 
elected  Popes,  and  Popes  annulling  the  decrees  of  Councils 
and  anathematizing  one  another,  who,  we  ask,  is  really 
supreme  in  the  Church  of  Rome  ? Is  a Council  of  the 
Church  the  supreme  and  infallible  authority  ? or  is  a 
canonically  elected  Pope  ? If  a Council  wields  supreme 
authority,  then  how  was  it  that  Pope  Martin  V declared 
that  “ no  one  may  appeal  from  the  supreme  judge,  that 
is,  the  Roman  pontiff,  vicar  on  earth  of  Jesus  Christ,  or 
may  decline  his  authority  in  matters  of  faith  ?”  If  the 
Pope  is  really  supreme,  then  why  did  Councils  depose  and 
excommunicate  them? 

The  later  Councils  held  under  the  domination  of 
Rome  were  merely  assemblies  of  bishops  pledged  to  sup- 
port in  every  detail  the  wishes  of  the  Popes.  There  was 
no  freedom  of  discussion,  and  no  liberty  to  vote  except  as 
directed  by  the  Popes  and  their  legates.  They  were 
gathered  together  merely  to  register  the  decisions  of  the 
Popes,  and  to  give  them  the  authority  of  decrees  of  a 
Church  Council.  The  first  Council  held  in  the  West  was 
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summoned  by  Calixtus  II,  in  1123,  at  the  Lateran,  and 
there  were  present  600  abbots — the  pledged  servants  of  the 
Pope— and  300  Bishops,  but  the  decrees  passed  by  them 
were  published  by  the  Pope  in  his  own  name.  The 
decrees  passed  by  these  purely  Roman  Councils  have  been 
ignored  by  the  Eastern  Church  and  by  the  Reformed 
Churches  in  the  West. 

The  Bishops  of  Rome  and  their  Councils  may  legis- 
late as  they  like  for  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  as  the 
XXXVII  Article  says  : “ The  Bishop  of  Rome  hath  no 

jurisdiction  in  this  Realm  of  England,”  nor,  we  would  add, 
in  this  country  of  Hindustan. 


CHAPTER  X 

THE  COUNCIL  OF  TRENT 

The  sixteenth  century  was  a time  of  trial  and  testing 
for  the  Church  of  Rome.  She  had  claimed  supremacy  over 
all  the  other  great  national  Churches,  and  the  right  to 
decide  what  was  the  true  doctrine  of  the 
Resentment  Church.  She  had  dictated  to  Kings  and 
against  Rome.  Nations,  and  every  year  she  had  received 
vast  sums  of  money  from  the  countries  to 
which  she  had  sent  armies  of  monks  and  priests  and 
bishops  to  propagate  the  Roman  Faith.  She  had  claimed 
not  only  spiritual  authority,  but  also  temporal  power  in 
the  lands  which  acknowledged  the  pope  as  supreme.  She 
had  used  that  power  unmercifully  in  her  attempts  to  ex- 
tirpate all  who  ventured  to  disagree  with  her  teaching. 
The  Inquisition  had  aroused  the  sullen  resentment  of  all 
right  thinking  people,  and  Rome’s  encroachments  into  every 
sphere  of  life  were  bitterly  resented.  Above  all,  the  un- 
scriptural  teaching  and  corrupt  and  superstitious  practices 
which  had  grown  up  in  the  Church  ; the  ignorance  and  the 
immoral  lives  of  many  of  the  monks  and  clergy  ; the 
wealth  and  splendour,  coupled  with  a very  low  standard 
of  morals,  of  the  popes  and  bishops  called  loudly  for 
action  and  reform. 

Luther,  disgusted  and  disillusioned  by  what  he  had 
seen  on  his  visit  to  Rome,  had  protested  against  the 
corruption  in  the  Church.  Millions  in  Germany  support- 
ed his  protest,  and  retaining  their  membership  in  the 
Catholic  Church,  separated  themselves  from  the  Church 
of  Rome,  so  that  the  pope  had  to  recognize  that  half  of 
Germany  no  longer  owned  his  supremacy. 

In  England,  for  two  hundred  years,  protests  had  been 
made  many  times  by  Kings  and  Parliaments  at  the  en- 
croachments of  Rome.  Acts  of  Parliament  had  been 
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passed  limiting  the  power  of  the  pope  in  England  ; 

reformers  had  striven  to  counteract  the 
The  English  corrupt  teaching  of  the  priests  and  monks  ; 
Reformation,  a general  desire  for  the  reformation  of  the 
Cfiurch,  its  doctrine  and  practice,  was 
clamant  everywhere,  and  Henry  VIII,  although  not 
himself  desiring  any  doctrinal  change,  seized  the  oppor- 
tunity to  reassert  the  ancient  freedom  of  the  Church 
of  England  and  its  independence  of  a foreign  bishop,  and 
finally  and  for  all  time  declined  to  acknowledge  the  supre- 
macy of  the  pope.  Cranmer,  the  Archbishop,  loyally  sup- 
ported  by  most  of  the  bishops  of  the  Church  of  England, 
proceeded  with  the  reformation  of  the  doctrine  and 
practice  of  the  Church  in  the  reign  of  Edward  VI,  and 
the  reformation  and  independence  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land  was  complete  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  when 
the  XXXIX  Articles  of  Religion  were  published,  which 
showed  how  completely  the  English  nation  and  Church 
had  broken  from  Rome,  and  had  returned  to  the  Faith 
and  Practice  of  the  Primitive  Catholic  and  Apostolic 
Church.  In  Switzerland  the  reformers  had  won  the 
fight  against  superstition  ; the  Truth  had  prevailed  ; and 
the  Church  of  Rome,  with  bitter  sorrow,  saw  another 
nation  asserting  its  independence  of  the  pope. 

In  order  to  stop  the  spread  of  the  Reformation  the 
popes  had  done  their  utmost  to  gain  the  support  of  the 
1 rulers  of  Europe,  and  had  become  badly  entangled  in  politics. 
They  had  helped  unstintingly  the  King  of  Spain,  and  with 
their  aid  the  Spaniards  had  established  themselves  in 
North  Italy,  but  now  they  began  to  dictate  to  the  pope, 
Clement  VII.  In  order  to  restrain  them  he  declared  war 
against  them.  Trouble  for  Rome  arose  in  Germany  also, 
when  in  1526  the  Diet,  assembled  at  Spires,  passed  a 
resolution  that  “ The  Holy  Scriptures  should  be  taken  as 
I the  sole  Rule  of  Faith.”  Clement  at  once  changed  his 
policy  towards  the  Spaniards,  and  gave  them  his  support, 
in  the  hope  that  they  would  help  him  against  the  Reform- 
ers in  Germany,  and  urged  the  Emperor  Charles  I.  of 
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Spain  to  suppress  all  Protestants.  Instead  of  fighting  the 
Reformers,  Charles  urged  that  the  pope  should  call 
together  a General  Council  of  the  Church  and  consider 
the  position,  and  sought  the  help  of  Francis  I,  of  France, 
for  this  purpose.  Charles  and  Francis  were  both  com- 
petitors for  the  throne  of  the  Holy  Roman  Empire,  a 
position  which  finally  fell  to  Charles  as  Charles  V. 

The  other  princes,  kings,  and  rulers  in  Europe  who 
still  submitted  to  the  authority  of  the  pope, 
Demands  for  seeing  the  improvement  in  the  life  and 
Reform  of  morals  of  the  nations  which  had  revolted 

Abuses.  from  Rome,  and  fully  aware  of  the  corrup- 

tion in  the  Church,  were  loud  in  their 
demands  that  Rome,  too,  should  reform  herself.  Pope 
Clement  had  personal  reasons  for  not  desiring  a Council, 
as  he  was  of  illegitimate  birth,  and  had  obtained  the 
Papal  throne  by  simony  and  bribery.  He  had  also  used 
Church  money  to  pay  an  army  to  invade  his  native  city 
of  Florence,  and  this  had  aroused  the  enmity  of  his  former 
supporters.  He  was,  however,  unable  to  resist  the  grow- 
ing demands  from  all  sides  for  a Council,  and  pressure 
of  circumstances  forced  him  to  agree.  The  Church  had 
suffered  tremendous  losses,  both  in  numbers  and  revenue. 
Whole  nations  had  separated  themselves  from  Rome  ; the 
revenues  of  the  Church  had  consequently  fallen,  and  the 
mere  rumour  of  a Council  and  reforms  had  caused  a fall 
in  the  price  of  all  Church  offices  and  appointments  ; the 
pomp  and  power  of  the  Papal  Court  had  been  reduced  to 
a shadow  of  its  former  self ; Indulgences  were  no  longer 
sought  after  ; and  the  priests  and  bishops  of  the  Church 
were  scorned  and  derided.  All  these  considerations 
forced  the  hand  of  the  pope,  Paul  III,  who  had  succeeded 
Clement,  and  very  reluctantly  he  agreed  to  a preliminary 
gathering  of  the  bishops  to  arrange  for  a General  Council. 

This  preliminary  gathering  assembled  in  April,  1541, 
and  was  presided  over  by  the  pope's  legate  Contarini.  It 
started  well,  and  a general  agreement  was  arrived  at  on 
the  doctrines  of  human  nature,  original  sin,  faith,  works, 
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and  justification,  and  a report  of  the  discussions  and  find- 
ings were  sent  to  the  pope  and  also  to  Luther.  But  this 
agreement  did  not  suit  the  policy  either  of  the  pope  or  of 
the  King  of  France,  as  any  reconciliation  between  Luther 
and  the  pope  would  have  strengthened  the  hands  of  the 
Emperor  of  Germany,  who  was  at  this  time  friendly  to 
the  Reformers.  Accordingly  the  enemies  of  the  Emperor 
Charles  V worked  to  prevent  any  sort  of  reform  in  the 
Church  which  would  have  united  Germany,  and  streng- 
thened the  Emperor  against  France.  The  Emperor 
persisted  in  his  demands  for  a Council,  and  at  last,  very 
unwillingly  the  pope,  Paul  III,  consented,  and  issued  a 
Bull  calling  together  the  bishops  of  the  Roman  Church. 

The  pope  and  his  party  had  done  their  utmost  to 
prevent  the  assembling  of  the  Council. 
The  Pope  op-  They  remembered  the  proceedings  of  the 
poses  the  As-  Councils  of  Constance  and  Basle,  when 
sembiing  of  a popes  had  been  deposed  from  their  high 
Council.  office,  and  were  fearful  that  there  might  be 

a repetition  of  this  at  Trent.  The  record 
of  Pope,  Paul  III,  was  anything  but  a good  one.  As  a 
young  man  he  had  lived  a dissolute  life,  and  he  acknow- 
ledged an  illegitimate  son  and  daughter.  He  had  shown 
great  partiality  to  members  of  his  own  family,  and  had 
raised  them  to  high  positions  in  the  Church,  and  the 
Spanish  bishops  were  anxious  to  limit  his  powers.  He 
had  entangled  the  Church  in  the  politics  of  Europe,  and 
was  fearful  about  what  would  happen  to  himself  and 
family  at  the  Council  ; hence  his  strong  objection  to 
calling  it  together.  In  the  letter  summoning  the  bishops 
they  were  strictly  enjoined  that  “ they  should  not  for  any 
cause  whatever  come  to  dispute  about  the  pope’s 
authority,”  and  in  this  way  he  hoped  to  safeguard  himself. 

The  Emperor  Charles  V,  too,  was  influenced  by  the 
political  situation  ; he  desired  a Council  in  order  to 
prevent  a division  in  his  Empire  between  Protestants  and 
Roman  Catholics,  -and  hoped  by  means  of  the  Council  to 
effect  a reconciliation  between  the  two  parties.  The 
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King  of  France,  envious  of  the  Emperor,  wished  to  accent- 
uate the  differences  between  the  two  parties  in  the 
German  Empire,  so  as  to  weaken  his  rival.  The  Spaniards, 
enraged  with  the  pope  for  opposing  them  in  North  Italy, 
wished  to  reduce  the  temporal  power  of  the  popes.  The 
Germans  wished  that  the  Reformers  should  attend  the 
Council  in  person,  but  the  pope  insisted  that  only  those 
who  were  pledged  to  his  allegiance  should  be  present. 
They  desired  that  the  Council  should  deal  primarily  with 
the  reform  of  abuses  in  the  Church,  but  the  three  popes 
under  whom  the  Council  was  held  astutely  arranged  that 
it  should  confine  itself  to  condemning  the  doctrines  of 
the  Reformers,  and  enforcing  the  teaching  and  practice  of 
the  Roman  Church. 

The  Council  was  opened  on  13th  December,  1545,  in 
the  city  of  Trent,  situated  on  the  borders 
Council  of  of  Italy  and  Germany.  There  were  really 
Trent  opened,  three  Councils  of  Trent ; the  first  was  held 
1545.  in  1545  ; the  second  resumed  the  work  of 

the  first  in  1551,  under  Julian  III  ; and  the 
third  assembled  in  1562  under  Pius  IV.  Altogether  there 
were  twenty-five  sessions. 

Very  few  bishops  attended  the  first  sessions  of  the 
Council.  In  the  first  Council  35  bishops  and  8 abbots 
and  generals  of  religious  societies  were  present  ; 64  bishops 
attended  the  second  Council,  and  when  Transubstantia- 
tion  and  the  worship  of  the  Host  was  decreed  only  45 
were  present ; in  the  ninth  session  only  35  were  there.  In 
the  Council  held  under  Pius  IV  210  were  present,  of  whom 
150  were  Italians.  The  Italian  bishops  were  always  in  the 
majorily,  every  one  of  whom  was  pledged  to  support  the 
proposals  of  the  pope.  On  one  occasion,  in  order  to  out- 
vote the  Spanish  bishops  on  a certain  point,  45  Italians, 
some  of  them  bishops  only  in  name  and  without  dioceses, 
were  hurriedly  sent  off  by  the  pope  to  vote  in  the  Council. 
No  invitations  to  attend  had  been  issued  to  the  bishops  of 
the  Reformed  Churches,  nor  to  the  bishops  of  the  Church 
in  the  East ; the  patriarchs  of  Constantinople,  Antioch  and 
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Alexandria  were  not  present,  nor  were  the  bishops  of  the 
Armenian,  Persian,  and  Ethiopian  Churches,  so  in  no 
sense  can  the  Council  of  Trent  be  described  as  an  ^Ecu- 
menical  Council,  i.e.  a Council  of  the  whole  Catholic 
Church.  It  was  simply  a Council  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 
It  was  more  a conspiracy  against  the  Reformers  than  a 
Council  of  the  Church. 

The  ambassadors  of  the  Kings  of  Germany,  France,  and 
Spain  were  present,  but  the  Kings  of  Denmark,  Sweden, 
Switzerland,  England,  Scotland  and  Prussia  were  unrepre- 
sented. The  popes  themselves  did  not  attend,  but  were 
represented  by  their  legates.  The  Reformers  had  pre- 
viously been  condemned,  anathematized,  and  excom- 
municated ; they  refused  to  attend  the  Council,  quoting 
the  words  of  David  : “ I have  not  sat  in  the  assembly  of  the 
scornful,  nor  will  I go  in  with  the  workers  of  iniquity.” 

The  first  three  sessions  were  taken  up  with  matters  of 
procedure,  but  at  the  fourth  session  the  real  business  of 
the  Council  began.  Bishop  Nachianti  of  Chiozza  strongly 
maintained  that  in  the  canonical  Scriptures  was  written 
all  that  was  needed  for  salvation,  and  that  Tradition  was 
superfluous,  but  an  overwhelming  majority  of  votes  were 
cast  against  him,  and  it  was  decreed  that  the  Books  of  the 
Apocrypha  were  to  be  included  in  the  canon  of  Scripture  ; 
that  the  unwritten  Tradition  of  the  Church  was  to  be 
regarded  with  equal  reverence  to  that  paid  to  Scripture, 
and  was  to  be  accounted  as  equal  in  authority  with  the 
Word  of  God  ; and  that  all  Scripture  must  be  interpreted 
according  to  the  teaching  of  the  Church. 

In  the  5th,  6th  and  7th  sessions  the  doctrines  of 
original  sin  and  justification  were  discussed,  and  the 
Seven  Sacraments,  especially  Baptism  and  Confirmation, 
were  decreed.  There  were  fierce  quarrels  about  the  doc- 
trine of  justification,  as  some  of  the  bishops  favoured  the 
view  taken  by  the  Reformers  that  men  were  justified 
through  faith  in  Jesus  Christ,  and  not  by  works.  The 
Archbishop  of  Sienna  and  others  affirmed  that  the  basis  of 
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justification  must  be  faith  alone,  and  ascribed  justification 
to  the  merits  of  Christ,  which  were  appropriated  by  faith 
only,  and  that  charity  and  good  works  were  the  evidence 
and  proof  of  true  faith.  This  was  the  truth  which  Luther 
had  fought  for,  and  the  central  doctrine  of  the  Reformers. 
Cardinal  Pole  urged  the  Council  not  to  reject  this  truth 
simply  because  it  had  been  held  by  Luther,  and  efforts 
were  made  to  find  a suitable  definition  by  the  head  of  the' 
Augustine  monks,  but  he  was  bitterly  opposed  by  the 
Jesuits.  News  arrived  that  the  Emperor  had  defeated  the 
Protestants  in  battle,  and  relieved  of  the  necessity  of 
placating  them  and  their  friends,  the  Council  promptly 
condemned  their  doctrine  of  justification  by  faith  only, 
and  attributed  justification  to  the  merits  of  Christ  only 
so  far  as  they  promote  regeneration,  and  thereby  good 
works,  and  further  decreed  that  there  were  seven  Sacra- 
ments, all  ordained  by  Christ,  and  anathematized  all 
those  who  dared  to  say  there  were  only  two. 

At  this  point  the  German  bishops  demanded  that  the 
„ reformation  of  the  Roman  Church  should 

, be  discussed,  and  the  pope,  in  order  to 
1S  f " evade  such  discussion,  ordered  the  removal 
6 °rm  °f  the  Council  to  Bologna,  in  Italian  terri- 
the  Church11  tory’  and  in  September,  1547,  prorogued  the 
Council,  as  an  easy  way  of  escaping  from 
an  embarassing  position. 

Pope  Paul  III  having  died  in  November,  1549,  his  suc- 
cessor Pope  Julius  III,  who  had  presided  at  the  first  session 
of  the  Council  as  the  pope’s  legate,  was  compelled  by  the 
force  of  public  opinion  to  issue  a Bull  for  the  reassembling 
of  the  Council.  He  held  out  no  hopes  to  the  Reformers 
of  any  sort  of  reconciliation  ; they  must  recant  their 
heretical  views  or  be  denounced  and  anathematized. 
The  Bull  reads  as  follows  : “ There  shall  be  a Council, 

that  they  that  have  spoken  rashly,  either  may  recant  their 
sayings  or  else,  without  further  hearing  or  reasoning  of 
the  matter,  they  may  be  denounced  and  condemned  as 
heretics.” 


Ill 


The  Council  resumed  its  work  in  1551,  and  dealt 
with  the  Sacraments  of  the  Eucharist,  Penance,  and 
Extreme  Unction.  The  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation 
was  decreed  when  there  were  only  45  bishops  present ; 
absolution  by  the  priest  was  declared  to  be  judicial  and 
not  merely  ministerial  ; and  Extreme  Unction  was  said  to 
confer  grace  and  remit  sins. 

Here  the  Spanish  bishops  tried  to  limit  the  powers 
of  the  pope.  They  cancelled  his  former 
j Pope’s  author-  right  to  present  men  to  benefices  in  Spain, 
ity  reduced.  and  fearing  that  his  power  might  be  still 
more  reduced  the  pope  hastily  dismissed 
j the  Council.  Disputes  between  France  and  Germany  had 
also  aroused  a bad  spirit  among  the  members  of  the 
Council,  and  faction  contended  with  faction. 

On  the  death  of  Julius  III,  Marcellus  II  was  elected, 

| but  he  only  lived  22  days  after  his  election,  and  was 
succeeded  by  Paul  IV,  23rd  May,  1555,  the  man  who,  as 
Cardinal  Caraffa,  had  restarted  the  Inquisition  in  Rome 
in  1542.  He  was  strongly  opposed  to  the  Council  on  the 
ground  that  as  pope  his  authority  was  higher  than  that  of 
| any  Council.  He  had  no  desire  for  the  reform  of  the 
Church,  and  was  only  anxious  that  the  teaching  of  the 
Reformers  in  Germany,  Switzerland,  and  England  should 
be  rejected  and  denounced.  He  was  attached  to  the 
| French  party,  and  hated  and  opposed  the  Emperor 
Charles  V,  as  he  believed  that  Charles  favoured  the 
Reformers.  On  his  election  he  started  a quarrel  with 
Charles,  and  arrested  all  Cardinals  who  were  of  the 
Emperor’s  party,  and  confiscated  the  property  of  those 
who  fled  to  him  for  protection.  He  then  made  an  alliance 
with  the  French,  who,  much  to  his  surprise  and  anger, 
concluded  a truce  with  Spain.  Preparations  for  war  on 
every  side  were  hurriedly  made,  and  all  plans  for  the 
reform  of  the  Church  were  laid  aside.  War  broke  out  in 
Italy  and  the  Netherlands,  and  Pope  Paul  IV  hired  the 
help  of  Turks  and  Protestants  to  fight  his  enemies. 


112 


When  order  had  been  to  some  extent  restored,  the 
Council  of  Trent  reassembled  in  January,  1562,  when  the 
remaining  doctrines  of  the  Church  were  discussed,  and 
decrees  were  hurriedly  passed  on  the  Mass,  Ordination, 
Mariolatry,  Purgatory,  Invocation  of  Saints,  Worship  of 
Images  and  Relics,  Indulgences  and  Fasting.  These 
were  all  decreed  to  be  the  official  doctrine  of  the  Church, 
and  anathemas  were  appended  to  each  decree  on  all 
those  who  refused  to  accept  them.  For  example, 
No.  xx  : “ Whosoever  shall  say  that  Mass  ought  to  be 
performed  only  in  the  vulgar  tongue,  let  him  be  accursed.” 
The  prodigality  of  these  curses  is  really  amusing.  The 
decrees  and  canons  numbered  125,  and  there  are  125 
curses  attached  to  them  against  those  who  in  any  way 
dissent  from  them. 

As  the  Council  drew  to  a close,  the  ambassadors  of 
the  Emperor  Charles  V and  of  Francis, 
Ambassadors  King  of  France,  made  repeated  protests 
demand  Re-  about  the  proceedings  of  the  Council,  and 
form  of  the  demanded  that  the  abuses  prevalent  in  the 
Church.  Church  should  be  dealt  with.  Their  protest 

and  request  was  worded  quite  plainly  : “ The 
pope  should  humble  himself,  and  submit  to  a reform  in  his 
own  person,  his  state,  and  Curia.”  The  Spanish  bishops 
insisted  that  all  bishops  derived  their  authority  from  God, 
and  not  from  the  popes.  Ferdinand,  the  Emperor,  asked  : 
“ How  is  it  possible  that  the  cardinals  should  choose  a 
good  pope,  seeing  that  they  are  not  good  themselves  ? ” 
and  demanded  that  the  cup  should  be  restored  to  the  laity 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  Primitive  Church  ; that 
the  clergy  should  be  allowed  to  marry  ; that  the  vernacu- 
lar language  should  be  used  at  the  Mass,  and  not  Latin  ; 
and  that  the  monasteries  should  be  reformed,  " that  then- 
great  wealth  might  no  longer  be  wasted  in  so  profligate  a 
manner.”  The  Emperor  demanded  these  reforms  repeat- 
edly by  letters.  The  Cardinal  of  Lorraine  appeared  with 
the  French  prelates,  and  supported  Ferdinand’s  demands, 
and  further  requested  that  the  decrees  of  the  Council  of 
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Basle,  by  which  the  authority  of  the  pope  is  declared  to  be 
subordinate  to  that  of  a Council,  should  be  enforced.  The 
Spaniards,  however,  objected  to  this  extreme  proposal, 
while  the  Italians,  the  most  numerous  party  in  the 
Council,  supported  the  pope  and  the  Curia  all  through. 
For  ten  months  these  different  parties  wrangled  in  the 
Council ; the  bishops  were  at  Trent,  but  their  masters  were 
at  Rome,  and  at  the  courts  of  France,  Germany  and 
Spain.  It  was  at  the  respective  courts,  and  by  means  of 
political  intrigue  and  scheming,  and  not  at  Trent  that 
the  doctrines  and  practices  of  the  Church  of  Rome  were 
finally  settled.  The  words  of  Cardinal  Morone,  who,  as  the 
representative  of  the  pope  brought  the  proceedings  of  the 
Council  to  a close  in  1563,  reveal  the  methods  employed 
by  the  pope  and  his  party  at  the  Council.  The  Cardinal 
wrote  : “ The  prelates  being  caressed,  praised,  flattered, 

and  favoured,  became  more  tractable,”  so  that  the  will  of 
the  pope  prevailed,  and  doctrines  and  practices,  contrary 
to  the  use  and  teaching  of  the  Apostolic  Church,  were 
fixed  for  all  time  as  the  faith  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

The  Council  was  dissolved  in  1563,  and  the  decisions 
and  decrees  of  the  Council  were  published  in  1564,  having 
been  confirmed  by  the  pope.  In  the  same  year  Pope 
Pius  IV  published  his  Creed,*  which  is  the  Creed  of 
Roman  Catholics  today,  and  which  declared  the  decrees 
of  the  Council  to  be  the  authorized  doctrine  of  the  Church 
of  Rome. 

Throughout  the  proceedings  of  the  Council  there  was 
much  dissension  and  endless  conflict  between  the  bishops 
and  the  monks  ; and  different  orders  of 
Dissension  in  monks  fiercely  contended  with  one  another, 
the  Council.  After  seven  months  spent  in  wrangling  and 
disputation,  only  with  the  utmost  difficulty 
was  any  sort  of  unanimity  arrived  at  when  the 
bishops  discussed  the  doctrine  of  Justification  by  Faith. 
Where  the  bishops  could  not  agree  matters  were  left  quite 


*See  Chapter  IX,  p.  97. 


114 


vague  and  undefined  ; for  example,  nothing  was  definitely 
settled  about  Purgatory,  or  in  what  way  images  should  be 
venerated,  nor  what  is  the  sacramental  form  of  penance 
and  matrimony,  nor  what  is  the  nature  of  original  sin. 
Some  subjects  were  debated  but  left  undecided  ; there 
were  certain  things  which  the  Council  wished  to  give  up, 
but  could  not,  as  previous  Councils  and  popes  had  sanc- 
tioned them  ; but  on  one  thing  the  members  were  un- 
animous, and  that  was  the  condemnation  of  the  doctrines 
of  the  Reformers. 

When,  owing  to  the  numerous  protests  about  the 
proceedings  of  the  Council,  and  demands  for  reformation 
of  abuses  in  the  Church  kept  pouring  in,  there  seemed  a 
real  danger  of  a split  in  the  Council  and  Church,  and 
another  great  schism  seemed  inevitable,  the  Council  was 
hastily  closed,  and  the  delegates  returned  to  their  respec- 
tive countries. 

At  the  Council  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
was  decreed  for  all  time,  although  in  several  matters  it 
was  not  clearly  defined.  Yet  two  more  dogmas  were  to  be 
added  to  the  Creed  of  the  Church  in  the  nineteenth  century, 
viz  : — The  Immaculate  Conception  of  the  Virgin  Mary 
and  the  Infallibility  of  the  pope,  but  by  the  Council  of 
Trent  a great  gulf  was  fixed  between  the  Catholic  Church 
and  that  of  Rome,  and  the  door  was  banged  in  the  faces 
of  those  who  desired  reform  and  a return  to  apostolic 
doctrine  and  practice. 


CHAPTER  XI 

THE  REVOLT  AGAINST  THE  SUPREMACY 
OF  ROME 

The  first  bishops  of  Rome  did  not  claim  supremacy 
over  the  whole  Church,  nor  was  any  such 
First  Bishops  primacy  granted  to  them  for  several  cen- 
of  Rome  did  turies.  They  were  godly,  humble-minded 
not  claim  men,  faithful  ministers  of  the  Word  and 

Supremacy  or  Sacraments,  and  ready  to  lay  down  their 
Infallibility.  lives  for  the  Faith,  as  some  of  them  did  in 
the  time  of  persecution.  They  did  not 
attempt  to  interfere  unduly  in  the  affairs  of  other  bishops 
and  Churches,  nor  did  they  in  any  way  claim  to  exercise 
authority  over  them,  and  certainly  no  such  supremacy  as 
is  claimed  by  the  popes  today  was  ever  conceded  to  them 
in  the  first  six  centuries. 

Ignatius,  who  died  a martyr  in  A.  D.  107,  and  who 
was  the  first  to  write  on  the  subject  of  episcopacy,  refers 
to  the  divine  appointment  of  bishops,  of  their  authority 
and  position  in  the  Catholic  Church,  but  makes  no 
mention  of  any  special  authority  or  position  given  to  the 
bishop  of  Rome  as  Peter’s  successor.  In  his  Epistle  to 
the  Romans  he  never  even  mentions  the  bishop  of  Rome, 
or  sends  him  any  salutation.  His  epistles  to  the  Churches 
are  full  of  exhortations  to  be  obedient  to  the  bishops,  but 
there  is  no  mention  of  a bishop  of  Rome  whom  they 
should  obey  and  honour. 

Nor  did  the  first  bishops  of  Rome  claim  to  be  “ In- 
fallible Teachers  of  the  Church,”  as  the  present-day 
popes  do.  They  were  not  ashamed  to  seek  the  advice  of 
other  bishops  about  different  matters  which  arose  in  their 
diocese.  Pope  Damasus  frequently  sought  the  advice  of 
Jerome,  and  Pope  Liberius  wrote  to  the  great  Augustine 
for  his  support  in  the  following  words  : “ If  you  are  of 
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my  judgment,  then  I beseech  you  to  subscribe  your  name, 
so  that  I may  not  doubt  but  what  you  think  as  I do 
regarding  the  true  Faith,  and  that  I may  be  better  con- 
firmed in  myself.”  These  are  not  the  words  of  a man 
who  believed  himself  to  have  been  the  divinely  appointed 
infallible  guide  and  teacher  of  the  whole  Church. 

The  bishops  of  the  Early  Church  also  did  not  act  as 
though  they  believed  that  the  Bishop  of  Rome  was  their 
supreme  Teacher  and  Guide.  For  the  first  four  centuries 
we  notice  that  they  consulted  not  only  the  bishops  of 
Rome  when  they  required  guidance  and  advice,  but  also 
the  bishops  of  other  notable  Churches.  For  example, 
Tertullian  writes  : “Let  us  see  what  milk  the  Corin- 
thians suck  of  St.  Paul  ; after  what  pattern  the  Galatians 
were  reformed  ; what  the  Thessalonians,  what  the  Ephe- 
sians, what  sound  the  Romans  give.”  And  in  another 
place  : “ These  so  many  and  so  great  Churches  are  all 

that  same  one  first  Church  planted  by  the 
Early  Fathers  Apostles,  from  whence  issue  all  the  rest, 
did  not  ac-  And  so  are  they  all  first  Churches,  and  all 
knowledge  the  Apostolic,  in  that  they  all  follow  one  unity.” 
pope’s  Supre-  Here,  certainly,  no  supremacy  is  conceded 
macy  or  In-  to  the  Church  of  Rome.  Irenaeus,  in 
fallibility.  order  to  prove  his  doctrine,  appealed  not 
only  to  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  also  to 
the  Church  of  Ephesus,  planted  by  John ; to  the  Church 
of  Smyrna,  planted  by  Polycarp,  the  disciple  of  John  ; and 
to  other  Churches  planted  by  men  of  apostolic  dignity. 
This  practice  was  noticed  by  the  Roman  historian  Bishop 
Hefele,  and  he  records  that  “ When  differences  of  matters 
of  faith  arose  in  the  Primitive  Church  appeal  was  made  to 
the  Apostolic  Churches,  Rome,  Alexandria,  Antioch  ; and 
that  only  was  dogmatically  propounded  to  the  faithful 
which  was  universally  believed” — (Documenta  ii  : p.  121). 

The  great  Jerome  recognized  no  supremacy  as  pecu- 
liar to  the  bishops  of  Rome.  In  his  Epistle  to  Evagrius 
he  writes : “ Wheresoever  a bishop  is,  whether  at  Rome, 
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■or  Constantinople,  or  Alexandria,  or  Tanais,  he  is  of  the 
same  worth  and  the  same  priesthood.  All  are  the  succes- 
sors of  the  Apostles.”  The  bishops  and  fathers  of  the 
Early  Church  sought  the  advice  of  the  bishop  of  Rome  ; 
he  was  consulted  undoubtedly,  but  so  were  other  great 
leaders  and  teachers  of  the  Church.  Origen  was  called 
“ The  Teacher  and  Master  of  the  Churches  ; ” Basil  was 
•described  as  “ The  Ruler  of  the  Faith  ; ” Eusebius  was 
known  as  “ The  Standard  of  the  Truth  ; ” and  Athanasius 
was  known  as  “ The  Eye  of  the  World,  the  High  Priest  of 
all  Priests,  the  Foundation  of  the  Faith,” — (Greg.  Orat. 
-xxv : 11).  The  advice  of  these  men,  and  others  like  them, 
was  as  diligently  sought  after  and  esteemed  as  highly  as 
that  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome.  Jerome  wrote  to  Augustine, 
Bishop  of  Hippo,  the  following  words  : “ Thou,  as  the 

most  notable  bishop  in  the  world,  oughtest  to  publish  this 
decree,  and  to  draw  all  thy  fellow-bishops  into  thy  judg- 
ment.” Gregory,  Bishop  of Nazianzus,  calls  Cyprian  “a 
univeral  bishop,  presiding  not  only  over  the  Church  of 
Carthage  and  Africa,  but  over  all  the  regions  of  the  West, 
and  over  the  South  and  Northern  parts  of  the  world  too.” 

Not  one  of  the  great  heresies  which  distracted  the 
Early  Church  was  settled  by  the  decision  of  a bishop  of 
Rome.  With  the  possible  exception  of  Leo  I.,  not  one  of 
them  seems  to  have  possessed  the  theological  knowledge  and 
mental  acumen  sufficient  to  decide  the  controversies  which 
so  hindered  the  work  of  the  Church.  The  fact  that  often 
their  opinions  and  decisions  were  disregarded,  either  by 
the  Emperors  or  by  many  Christians  in  those  days,  shows 
that  they  were  not  considered  supreme  or  infallible. 

The  earlier  popes  did  not  claim  such  power  as  did 
Gregory  VII  and  Boniface  VIII,  or  they 
Early  Popes  would  have  excommunicated  those  em- 
did  not  exer-  perors  who  adopted  Arianism.  Why  did  not 
rise  Supre-  Julius  and  Liberius  excommunicate  the 
macy  or  Arian  Emperor  Constantius  ? Why  did  not 

Infallibility.  Damasus  rebuke  Valens,  or  censure  the 
Empress  J ustina,  the  patroness  of  Arianism  ? 
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How  did  the  apostate  Emperor  Julian  escape  the  censure 
of  Liberius  ? Not  only  do  we  read  of  no  rebukes  from  the 
supreme  heads  of  the  Church,  but  we  find  a servile  humi- 
lity towards  the  emperors  strangely  inconsistent  with  the 
later  claim  to  be  “ Divine  Monarchs  and  Kings  of  Kings.” 
For  example,  Pope  Agatho,  in  the  acts  of  the  VI  General 
Council,  calls  the  emperor  his  lord,  and  describes  himself 
and  the  bishops  as  the  servants  of  the  emperor.  Leo  II 
flatters  the  Emperor  Constantine  IV  by  calling  him  the 
prototype  son  of  the  Church,  and  states  that  the  priests 
are  all  his  servants. 

From  the  time  of  Gregory  I the  popes  began  to  claim 
supremacy  over  the  Church  ; later  on  they  also  claimed 
temporal  power,  and  it  was  asserted  that  they  exercised 
full  authority  over  Purgatory.  From  the  writings  of  Early 
Church  historians,  however,  it  is  clear  that  such  claims 
were  not  made  by  the  first  bishops  of  Rome,  nor  did  they 
seek  to  exercise  jurisdiction  over  the  whole  Church. 
Their  authority  was  limited  to  the  Churches  in  their  own 
diocese.  Athanasius  writes:  “Rome  is  the  mother 
Church  of  the  province  of  Rome  ; ” he  does  not  say  of  the 
whole  world,  as  the  popes  claim  today.  Pope  Pius  II. 
1458-1464,  has  himself  put  on  record  that  prior  to  the 
Council  of  Nicaea  the  bishops  of  Rome  exercised  very 
little  authority  outside  their  own  diocese.  At  this  Council 
the  bishop  of  Rome  had  his  authority  and  jurisdiction 
made  equal  to  that  exercised  by  the  other  patriarchs  of 
the  Church,  and  the  care  of  the  whole  Church  was  com- 
mitted to  the  three  patriarchs  of  Alexandria,  Antioch,  and 
Rome,  and  the  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  each  was 
limited  to  his  own  area, — (Concil.  Nicen.  Canon  6). 
Ruffinius,  in  his  Ecclesiastical  History  records  that  “ It 
was  decreed  in  the  Council  of  Nicaea  that  in  Alexandria  j 
and  in  Rome  the  old  custom  should  be  kept,  that  the 
Bishop  of  Alexandria  should  rule  over  Egypt,  and  the  j 
Bishop  of  Rome  over  the  Churches  of  his  suburbs  ” ; from  | 
which  it  appears  that  previous  to  this  Council  the  Bishop 
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of  Rome  was  not  only  not  the  supreme  head  of  the 
Church,  but  was  even  in  an  inferior  position  to  that  of  the 
other  three  patriarchs.  According  to  the  decree  of  this 
General  Council  we  claim  that  the  bishop  of  Rome  has  no 
more  jurisdiction  over  the  Catholic  Church  than  have  the 
patriarchs  of  Alexandria  or  of  Antioch. 

As  time  passed,  and  the  Church  of  Rome,  as  the 
Church  of  the  capital  of  the  Empire,  grew  in  importance, 
and  the  prestige  of  her  bishops  correspondingly  increased, 
they  departed  from  the  Catholic  rule  of  non-interference 
in  the  affairs  of  other  dioceses,  and  began  to  dictate  to 
their  brethren,  and  to  treat  them  as  subordinate  to  the 
Church  and  Bishop  of  Rome.  This  action  was  at  once 
resented  and  resisted  ; repeatedly  we  find  bishops  and 
Councils  rejecting  the  advice  and  actions  of  the  popes, 
and  with  no  uncertain  voice  telling  them  to  mind  their 
own  business  and  not  to  interfere. 

In  A.  D.  160  Bishop  Anicetus  wished  to  excommuni- 
cate the  Quarto-Decimans  because  they 
First  Claim  to  observed  Easter  on  a different  date  to  that 
Supremacy  kept  by  the  Roman  Church,  and  was  at 
resisted.  once  remonstrated  with  and  reproved  by 

Polycarp,  Bishop  of  Smyrna,  who  urged 
him  to  deal  less  severely  and  in  a more  Christian  manner 
with  them  ; happily  on  this  occasion  Anicetus  listened  to 
the  advice  of  Polycarp,  and  peace  and  fellowship  was 
maintained. 

In  A.  D.  196,  when  the  Roman  Bishop  Victor  again 
tried  to  enforce  an  uniform  observance  of  Easter  through- 
out the  Church,  and  threatened  to  expel  the  Asiatic 
Churches  from  the  communion  of  the  Roman  Church, 
Polycrates,  Bishop  of  Ephesus,  and  his  Council  of  Asiatic 
bishops  addressed  a strong  letter  of  protest  to  him  on  their 
behalf,  and  as  a result  they  were  allowed  to  follow  their 
own  usage  until  the  date  was  finally  settled  by  the  Council 
of  Nicaea,  A.  D.  325.  Irenaeus,  Bishop  of  Lyons,  and  the 
Council  assembled  in  that  city,  also  refused  to  recognize 
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Victor’s  ruling  in  this  matter,  and  the  Bishop  of  Rome  r 
had  again  to  confess  defeat  in  his  attempt  to  coerce  the  c 
Eastern  Church.  5 

It  should  be  noticed  here  that  none  of  the  bishops,  1 
who,  according  to  Eusebius  the  historian,  so  “severely  j 
upbraided  Victor,”  thought  that  they  were  doing  any-  J 
thing  wrong  in  reproving  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  in 
refusing  to  follow  his 'guidance.  Nor  when  Victor  threat-  3 
ened  to  exclude  the  Eastern  Churches  from  communion  r 
with  the  Church  of  Rome  did  they  think  that  this  meant  • 
exclusion  from  the  Catholic  Church.  ^ 

They  themselves,  Bishops  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
continued  to  hold  communion  with  those  whom  Victor 
had  excommunicated.  Poly  crates  and  his  fellow- bishops  ^ 
may  have  been  cut  off,  through  the  enmity  of  Victor,  from  1 
communion  with  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  they  were  still  ^ 
in  communion  with  the  Catholic  Church.  The  Roman  [ 
Church  and  the  Catholic  Church  are  not  synonymous  - 
terms. 

Cyprian,  Bishop  of  Carthage.  While  being  a 
strong  advocate  for  episcopal  authority,  and  paying  due 
respect  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome  as  a bishop  of  the  Catholic  ; 
Church,  Cyprian  did  not  hesitate  to  charge  Stephen  of  • 
Rome  with  error  and  abuse  of  power,  and  addressed  him,  j 
not  as  “ Papa,”  but  as  his  brother  and  colleague.  He  very  j 
strongly  objected  to  appeals  being  made  by  bishops  and 
clergy  of  Africa  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  wrote  : “ It  ■ 

is  not  meet  that  they  over  whom  we  have  jurisdiction 
should  run  about  the  world,  i.e.  to  Rome.  It  is  meet  and  ( 
right  that  every  man’s  cause  should  be  pleaded  in  that 
country  where  the  fault  is  committed.”  This  letter  , 
accompanied  a decree  passed  by  a Council  of  bishops  in 
Africa  protesting  against  the  growing  custom  of  appeal- 
ing to  Rome.  The  decree  reads  as  follows  : “ Whoso- 

ever shall  think  that  he  ought  to  appeal  to  the  judgment 
beyond  the  seas  (i.e.  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome),  let  no  man 
within  Africa  receive  him  to  the  communion.”  Cyprian’s 
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remarks  about  Stephen’s  attempted  interference  in  his 
diocese  are  very  pungent  and  sarcastic  : “ None  of  us,”  he 
says,  “ sets  himself  up  as  a Bishop  of  Bishops,  or  by 
tyrannical  terror  forces  his  colleagues  to  the  necessity  of 
obeying.”  He  certainly  did  not  obey  the  ruling  of  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  in  the  matter  under  dispute,  viz: — 
heretical  baptism.  Cyprian  was  supported  in  his  protest 
against  the  interference  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome  by  a 
number  of  Councils  held  at  Carthage,  A.  D.  255  and 
A.  D.  256,  and  also  by  the  Churches  of  Asia  Minor. 
These  Councils  also  repudiated  the  claim  of  the  Bishop  of 
Rome  to  describe  himself  as  “ the  Bishop  of  Bishops.” 

The  Cappodocian  Bishop,  Firmilian,  while  ac- 
knowledging Stephen’s  position  as  a bishop  of  the  Church  of 
the  capital  of  the  West,  also  found  it  necessary  to  rebuke 
him  for  his  arrogance,  stubbornness,  and  severity.  Fir- 
milian’s  letter  of  protest  contained  the  following  : “ Con- 

sider with  what  want  of  judgment  you  dare  to  blame 

those  who  strive  for  the  truth  against  falsehood 

what  strifes  and  dissensions  have  you  stirred  up  through- 
out the  Churches  of  the  whole  world.  Moreover,  how 
great  sin  have  you  heaped  up  for  yourself,  when  you  cut 
yourself  off  from  so  many  flocks.  For  it  is  yourself  that 
you  have  cut  oh.”  Both  Cyprian  and  Firmilian,  the  two- 
leading  bishops  in  the  East,  denied  that  the  bishop  of  Rome 
had  any  right  to  dictate  to  any  but  his  own  local  Church, 
and  they  were  supported  in  this  by  the  great  Augustine. 
They  did  not  dream  of  appealing  to  the  pope  as  though  he 
were  the  head  of  the  Church  and  its  infallible  arbiter. 
Cyprian  and  Firmilian,  with  the  many  orthodox  bishops 
who  supported  their  action  and  protest,  and  even  Pope 
Stephen  himself,  appeared  to  be  quite  ignorant  of  any  gift 
of  infallibility  inherited  by  the  pope  from  St.  Peter,  such 
as  the  popes  of  today  claim. 

In  Stephen’s  arrogant  conduct  we  see  the  first  signs 
of  the  claim  to  papal  supremacy.  But  this  claim  was  not 
acquiesced  in  by  other  great  leaders  of  the  Church,  as  the 
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following  words  of  Jerome  testify  : “ All  bishops,  where- 

soever they  be,  be  they  at  Rome,  be  they  at  Eugubium,  *' 
be  they  at  Constantinople,  be  they  at  Rhegium,  be  all  ol 
like  pre-eminence  and  of  like  priesthood.” 

Ei 

From  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century  the  popes  a[ 
began  to  strive  for  more  and  more  power  over  other  Jr 
Churches,  and  were  ever  ready  to  proffer  their  advice  and  S1| 
instruction  to  other  bishops.  As  their  demands  increased,  q 
so  protests  were  made  again  and  again,  and  0|. 
Augustine  strenuous  opposition  was  made  to  them  by 
resists  the  many  bishops.  Augustine,  Bishop  of  Hippo,  ,j, 
pope’s  claim.  393-430,  and  the  bishops  of  Africa  protest-  0j- 
ed  both  to  Pope  Zosimus,  417-418,  and  to  f(] 
Pope  Boniface  I,  418-422,  about  their  uncalled  for  inter- 
ference, and  in  a letter  to  Boniface  expressed  the  hope 
that  they  might  no  longer  have  to  complain  of  the  secular  w, 
pride  and  arrogance  of  Rome.  Augustine  maintained  ec 
that  “Bishops’  letters  and  others,  if  they  swerve  from  the  su 
truth,  may  be  controlled  by  the  discretion  of  any  other  ol 
man  that  hath  more  skill  in  the  matter.”  In  another 
place  he  wrote  : “ Sitting  upon  Moses’  chair  they  teach 

the  law  of  God  ; therefore  it  is  God  that  teacheth  by  their  13 
means.  But  if  they  teach  you  things  of  their  own,  then 
hear  them  not,  then  do  them  not,” — (Aug.  in  Johan.  *' 
Tract  46 j. 

ul 

Augustine,  in  his  remarks  about  bishops  quoted  above,  s; 
made  no  distinction  between  the  bishop  of  Rome  and  the 
other  bishops  of  the  Catholic  Church.  In  his  opinion  B 
they  are  “ neither  inferior  nor  superior  ” to  one  another,  D 
and  the  request  of  Liberius  to  Augustine  already  quoted 
•certainly  shows  no  trace  of  supposed  superiority  on  his  j( 
part.  t] 

Leo  the  Great,  440-461,  is  the  next  pope  who  appears  f 
on  the  scene,  claiming  for  the  first  time  supremacy  over 
the  whole  Church,  but  being  severely  rebuked  by  Hilary,  ; 
Bishop  of  the  metropolitan  See  of  Arles,  a man  eminent  1 
for  his  zeal,  piety  and  learning.  In  the  East  Leo’s  ambition  1 
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J was  severely  checked  by  the  Council  of  Chalcedon, 
0|  which  passed  a canon  by  which  the  Patriarch  of  Con- 
| stantinople  was  declared  to  be  second  in  rank  to  the 
Bishop  of  Rome,  but  was  given  equal  rights  in  dignity  and 
35  authority.  Leo  protested  vehemently  against  this  decree 
^ and  begged  that  it  might  be  rescinded,  but  without 
success.  The  Council,  while  honouring  Pope  Leo,  his 
1 Church,  and  his  delegates  in  a very  special  way,  insisted 
y on  its  will  and  decree  being  enforced  in  opposition  to  that 
H of  Leo  and  his  delegates.  Nicephorus  records  that  “The 
''  titles  of  dignities  and  rights  of  honour  given  to  the  Bishop 
' I of  Rome  and  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople  are  one  and 
3 equal.” — (Niceph.  Lib.  xii.  Cap.  xiii). 

Another  check  to  the  growing  power  of  the  popes 
r was  administered  by  the  Emperor  Odoacer,  who  remind- 
1 ! ed  the  clergy  of  Rome  that  he  and  not  the  pope  was 
: supreme  in  the  West,  and  that  the  election  of  the  bishops 
r of  Rome  could  not  take  place  without  his  sanction. 

Gregory  I,  590-604,  is  the  the  next  pope  of  any  impor- 
tance. He  strongly  protested  against  the  assumption  of 
the  title  “ Universal  Bishop  ” by  the  Patri- 
| Pope  Gregory  arch  of  Constantinople,  and  while  disclaim- 
I refuses  the  ing  the  title  for  himself,  he  most  certainly 

f title  “Univer-  acted  the  role  of  universal  bishop  and 
sal  Bishop.”  supreme  head  of  the  Church.  His  letter  of 
protest  to  John,  Patriarch  of  Constanti- 
nople, is  really  amusing  when  we  remember  the  demands 
made  on  the  Church  by  later  bishops  of  Rome.  He  asks  : 
“ What  answer  wilt  thou  make  in  the  trial  of  the  last 
judgment  unto  Christ,  the  Head  of  His  universal  Church, 
that  thou,  by  the  name  of  Universal  Bishop  seekest  to 
bring  under  thee  all  the  members  of  His  body  ? ” As  also 
his  appeal  to  the  Emperor  Mauritius  to  prevent  John  from 
I assuming  the  title  : “ Your  Majesty  must  repress  him 

that  doeth  this  wrong  unto  the  holy  universal  Church  ; 
that  swelleth  in  heart,  that  desireth  to  enjoy  a name  of 
singularity,  that  also  by  a private  title  (calling  himself  the 
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Universal  Bishop),  placeth  himself  over  and  above  the 
honour  of  your  Empire.”  The  present  Pope  of  Rome, 
who  claims  for  himself  infallibility  and  the  title  of  Univer- 
sal Bishop  might  well  consider  Pope  Gregory’s  remarks  on 
this  matter  : 

“ If  we  quietly  allow  the  matter  to  proceed  ” (that 
one  man  shall  be  called  the  universal  bishop)  “ we  over- 
throw the  faith  of  the  whole  Church  ; if  he  that  is  called 
the  universal  bishop  happen  to  fall,  the  whole  Church 
falleth  from  her  state.” — (Greg.  Lib.  iv  : Epist  34  and  76). 
The  following  extracts  from  his  letter  to  the  Emperor  are 
also  very  revealing,  and  from  them  we  should  not  gather 
that  Gregory  I considered  himself  to  be  supreme  over  the 
Emperor,  as  later  popes  claimed  to  be.  Gregory  wrote  : 

“ As  for  my  part,  I,  being  subject  unto  your  Majesty’s 

commandment have  committed  my  priests  unto 

thy  hand.”  Elsewhere  he  wrote  : “ Christ  hath  given 

power  unto  the  Emperor  to  bear  rule,  not  only  over 
soldiers  but  also  over  priests.”  Compare  with  this  the 
claim  made  by  Pope  Boniface  VIII , in  his  Bull  “ Unam 

Sanctam  ” that  “the  pope  alone  is  called  most  holy 

divine  monarch,  supreme  emperor,  and  king  of  kings.” 

The  Popes  Gregory  II,  (715-731)  and  III,  (731-741,) 
came  into  conflict  with  the  Emperor  Leo  III,  who  had 
issued  an  edict  forbidding  the  worship  of  images.  When 
Gregory  III,  without  mentioning  the  Emperor  by  name,  ! 
anathematized  the  Iconoclasts,  the  Emperor  promptly  ] 
confiscated  all  the  papal  revenues  which  were  raised  in  ; 
his  dominions,  and  Greece  and  Illyricum  were  transferred  ! 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  Rome  to  that  of  Constantinople. 

At  the  Council  of  Frankfort,  (794,)  the  Emperor 
Charles  the  Great  told  Pope  Hadrian  I that  he  must 
change  his  mind  about  image-worship,  and  put  a stop  I 
to  the  abuse  that  was  growing  in  the  Church.  This 
rebuff  was  repeated  still  more  emphatically  at  the  Council  ! 
of  Paris  (825).  Certainly  there  was  no  acknowledgment 
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here  on  the  part  of  the  Emperor  of  any  supremacy  o f the 
Bishop  of  Rome. 

In  A.  D.  1054  the  Eastern  or  Greek  Church  severed 
entirely  its  connection  wtih  the  Church  in  the  West,  the 
head  of  which  was  the  pope,  and  Cons- 
The  Greek  tantinople  and  Rome  mutually  excom- 
Church  rejects  municated  one  another.  This  meant  the 
the  Supremacy  loss  of  millions  of  adherents  and  of  vast 
of  Rome.  revenues  to  the  Roman  Church,  which  has 

never  ceased  from  that  day  intriguing  and 
plotting  to  win  back  her  rebellious  children  of  the  Greek 
Church. 

The  claim  of  Pope  Gregory  VII  to  supremacy  over 
the  Church  of  England  was  rejected  by  King  William  I 
in  the  following  words  addressed  to  his  Parliament  : 
“ The  King,  forasmuch  as  he  is  .the  vicar  of  the  highest 
King,  is  therefore  appointed  to  this  purpose,  that  he 
should  rule  and  defend  the  kingdom,  and  people  of  the 
Lord,  and  above  all  things  the  holy  Church,”  and  em- 
phasised his  protest  by  forbidding  the  bishops  to  appeal 
to  the  pope  against  his  decisions. 

The  zenith  of  papal  power  was  reached  during  the 
pontificate  of  Innocent  III,  1198-1216,  a man  of  tremend- 
ous energy,  who  interfered  at  one  time  or  another  in 
nearly  every  kingdom  in  Europe.  He  dominated  not  only 
the  clergy  but  also  the  Governments  of  the  West.  He 
placed  England  under  an  Interdict,  deprived  the  nation 
for  five  years  of  all  public  worship  and  the  administration 
of  the  Sacraments,  and  reduced  King  John  to  the  position 
of  a vassal  of  Rome.  Because  he  saw  in  Magna  Charta 
a curtailment  of  the  powers  of  the  Roman  Church,  he 
pronounced  it  null  and  void,  and  excommunicated  all 
those  nobles  who  had  laboured  to  obtain  it.  Many 
examples  of  such  Interdicts  are  recorded  in  history. 
France,  Poland,  Portugal,  even  Venice  and  Rome  itself 
have  suffered  from  them  from  time  to  time. 
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While  claiming  and  exercising  this  despotic  power  as 

. the  representatives  of  God  in  the  world 

lne  immo-  ^ 


ralities  of 
Rome  de- 
nounced. 


the  morals  of  many  of  the  popes  aroused 
great  indignation,  and  some  of  the  leaders 
in  the  Church  were  not  afraid  to  denounce 
them  in  plain  language.  St.  Bernard,  in 
the  twelfth  century,  wrote  : “ The  Bishops  who  now  have 

the  charge  of  God’s  Church  are  not  teachers,  but  de- 
ceivers ; they  are  not  feeders  of  the  flock,  but  beguilers  ; 
they  are  not  prelates,  but  Pilates.”  Petrarch  described 
the  papal  court  at  Avignon  as  “ the  whore  of  Babylon, 
the  mother  of  all  idolatry  and  fornication,”  and  further 
added  that  “ all  shame  and  reverence  is  departed  thence.” 
Of  Rome  Baptista  Mantuanus  wrote  : “ All  ye  that 

would  live  godly,  be  packing  from  Rome  ; for  there  all 
things  else  are  lawful ; but  to  be  good  is. not  lawful.” 

In  A.  D.  1300  a great  Jubilee  was  held  at  Rome, 
and  all  the  world  seemed  at  the  feet  of  the  popes.  They 
had  subdued  governments  ; they  had  their  armies  of 
priests,  friars,  and  monks  in  every  country,  and  every- 
where the  supremacy  of  Rome  was  proclaimed,  but  in 
their  arrogance  and  pride,  in  their  insatiable  thirst  for 
power,  they  had  over-reached  themselves.  In  temporal 
things  the  popes  had  claimed  the  right  to  depose  kings 
and  to  appoint  their  successors  ; they  had  excommunicated 
rulers  and  absolved  their  subjects  from  paying  obedience 
to  them  ; they  had  instigated  rebellion  against  lawful 
rulers  ; in  every  way  the  successors  and  heirs  of  the  humble 
fisherman  had  sought  to  reign  as  monarchs,  not  only  over 
the  Church,  but  over  the  world,  and  even  over  Purgatory. 

The  time  had  now  come  when  rulers  would  no  longer 
submit  to  this  despotism.  It  was  the  French 
who  first  offered  effective  resistance.  Pope 
Boniface  VIII  had  interfered  so  often  in  the 
affairs  of  France  that  the  King,  Philip,  in 
1296  refused  to  allow  any  contribuuon  to  be 
made  from  France  to  the  pope,  and  then 
summoned  the  French  Parliament  and 


The  French 
repudiate  the 
pope’s  claim 
to  temporal 
power. 

in  1302  he 


secured  a repudiation  of  the  pope’s  claim  to  temporal 
power  in  his  kingdom,  and  the  French  bishops  were 
forbidden  to  attend  the  forthcoming  Council  in  Rome. 
Boniface  then  issued  a Bull,  “ Unam  Sanctam,”  and 
immediately  afterwards  excommunicated  Philip,  and 
invited  Albert  the  Emperor  to  invade  and  take  possession 
of  France.  The  whole  French  nation  as  one  man  declared 
itself  against  this  tyranny.  Philip  demanded  the  deposition 
of  the  pope,  and  joining  forces  with  others,  seized  and  im- 
prisoned the  pope,  and  transferred  the  seat  of  the  Papacy 
to  Avignon,  where  it  remained  for  seventy  years,  A.D. 
1305-1375,  in  complete  subjection  to  the  kings  of  France. 
Here  the  luxury,  avarice  and  dissoluteness  of  the  papal 
court  became  a bye -word,  and  Petrarch  saw  in  Avignon  a 
“ sink  of  all  the  vices.” 

The  spirit  of  revolt  against  Rome  passed  from  the 
French  to  the  Germans.  Emperor,  princes,  and  electors 
united  in  opposing  the  policy  of  the  popes.  In  England 
Edward  III  and  his  Parliament  refused  to  continue  paying 
tribute.  Scandinavia  broke  away  from  her  allegiance. 
Rome’s  politics,  her  claim  to  spiritual  and  temporal 
power,  her  demands  for  tribute,  were  rejected  on  every 
side. 

Then  when  two  and  even  three  rival  popes  at  the 
same  time  claimed  the  exclusive  homage  of  the  West, 
interfering  in  every  country  and  seeking  to  dominate  them 
all,  kings,  scholars  and  thinkers  began  to  enquire  into  the 
basis  of  the  Papal  claims,  and  found  the  vast  building  had 
been  erected,  not  on  a rock,  but  on  sand.  Between  A.  D. 
250  and  A.  D.  1438  there  had  been  altogether  thirty  anti- 
popes, each  of  whom  had  claimed  to  be  the  successor  of 
St.  Peter.  Rulers  supported  one  or  other  of  the  rival 
popes  as  it  suited  their  policy,  and  not  because  they  con- 
sidered them  the  rightful  successors  of  Peter  ; and  for  the 
same  political  reasons  sometimes  transferred  their  allegiance. 
Members  of  the  Church  could  never  be  certain  who  was 
the  true  pope  and  who  was  the  usurper,  and  there  was 
great  confusion  everywhere. 
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Nations  and  their  rulers  were  indignant  at  the 
methods  employed  by  Rome  to  extract 
Rome’s  Ex-  money  from  them.  Indulgences  were 
tortions.  openly  sold  in  every  town  and  village  in 

Europe  ; ecclesiastical  positions  were  sold  to 
the  highest  bidders  ; and  nominations  for  cardinals  pro- 
duced enormous  sums.  Leo  X (1513-1521)  made  more 
than  1,200  appointments,  and  is  said  to  have  obtained 
900,000  scudi  as  a result.  He  increased  the  number  of 
such  offices  to  2,150,  the  annual  income  from  which 
amounted  to  320,000  scudi.  Sixtus  V (1585-1590),  during 
his  five  years  of  office,  sold  ecclesiastical  appointments 
which  produced  for  him  608,510  gold  scudi,  and  401,805 
silver  scudi.  Prior  to  the  Reformation  the  English  bishops 
had  to  pay  to  Rome  annates  or  first-fruits  on  their 
appointment  by  the  popes.  The  Archbishops  of  Canter- 
bury on  their  appointment  had  to  pay  ten  thousand  florins 
to  Rome,  and  5,000  florins  for  the  pallium,  the  badge  of 
their  office.  A florin  was  worth  4/6  in  those  days.  The  Arch- 
bishops of  York  had  to  pay  the  same  as  Canterbury;  the 
bishops  Oi  Winchester  paid  12,000,  the  bishops,  of  Ely  7,000, 
of  Exeter  6,000,  and  Lincoln  paid  5,000.  All  beneficed 
clergy,  too,  had  to  pay  their  first  year’s  stipend  to  Rome. 
It  is  not  surprising  that  these  unjust  exactions  roused  a 
spirit  of  revolt  against  Rome. 

When  the  notorious  Roderick  Borgia,  a man  of  profli- 
gate morals, — four  out  of  a family  of  five  illegitimate  children 
were  alive  at  the  time  of  his  election — having  bought  the 
Papacy,  ascended  the  throne  of  St.  Peter  as  Alexander  VI, 
1492,  and  the  scenes  which  took  place  in  the  Vatican  dur- 
ing his  pontificate  surpassed  even  those  of  the  old  Romans 
in  indecency,  the  limit  of  endurance  was  reached.  The 
shameless  orgies  of  the  Vatican,  the  depravities  of  the 
papal  court  and  family,  were  a scandal  to  all  Christen- 
dom. A widespread  revolt  began  against  this  gross 
immorality,  and  the  despotism  which  the  popes,  in  the 
name  of  the  Church,  exercised  over  the  faith,  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  liberty  of  mean. 
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The  Church,  already  divided  into  East  and  West  by 
the  great  schism  of  A.  D.  1054,  when  the  bishops  of  Rome 
and  Constantinople  mutually  excommunicated  one  an- 
other, was  rent  still  further  by  the  Reformations  which 
began  in  country  after  country  in  Europe.  They  were 
inspired  in  some  cases  more  by  disgust  at  practical  abuses 
and  extortions  than  by  the  desire  for  change  of  doctrine. 

In  Germany  the  scandal  caused  by  the  shameless  sale 
of  Indulgences  by  Tetzel,  a Dominican  monk,  aroused  the 
indignation  of  the  people,  which  was  voiced 
The  sale  of  by  Luther,  a professor  of  Wittemberg.  On 
Indulgences.  31st  October,  1517,  he  posted  on  the 
Church  door  at  Wittemberg  his  95  theses, 
protesting  against  the  teaching  of  Rome  regarding  the 
forgiveness  of  sins,  and  the  sale  of  Indulgences.  Luther 
was  summoned  to  Rome  to  be  tried,  but  he  refused  to 
appear.  In  July,  1519,  a great  discussion  was  held  at 
Leipsic,  as  a result  of  which  Luther  renounced  the  author- 
ity of  the  popes,  and  appealed  to  the  Word  of  God  as  the 
only  rule  of  Faith.  In  1520  he  publicly  burned  the  pope’s 
Bull  of  excommunication.  Large  sections  of  the  German 
people  supported  him,  and  with  him  broke  away  from 
the  Roman  Church. 

The  movement  spread  to  Switzerland,  Holland,  Sweden, 
Denmark,  Norway,  France,  and  England,  and  millions  of 
people,  with  their  priests  and  bishops,  renounced  their 
allegiance  to  the  pope,  and  remaining  loyal  members  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  rejected  the  false  doctrines  which  had 
unhappily  found  a lodging  place  in  the  Faith  of  the 
Church  of  Rome.  The  Protestants  remained  members  of 
the  Holy  Catholic  Church,  a Church  now  cleansed  of  false 
doctrine  and  superstitious  rites  and  ceremonies,  which 
without  Divine  authority  had  intertwined  themselves  with 
Christianity  in  the  course  of  the  ages,  and  the  pope  of 
Rome  was  told  quite  clearly  that  he  had  no  more  authority 
than  any  other  bishop  in  the  Reformed  but  still  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church. 
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In  A.  D.  1514  the  English  nation,  irritated  and  anger- 
ed by  the  enactions  of  the  pope,  by  the 
Rome  rejected  appointment  of  Italian  clergy  and  bishops 
and  deserted,  to  English  dioceses, — who  never  lived  in 
England  yet  drew  their  pay  from  there — - 
and  by  their  continual  interference  in  State  matters,  delib- 
erately severed  its  connection  with  Rome  ; the  bishops  and 
clergy  renounced  their  allegiance  to  the  pope  ; the  Uni- 
versity of  Cambridge  announced  as  the  result  of  its  exhaus- 
tive study  in  the  matter  that  “ The  Bishop  of  Rome  had 
no  more  authority  and  jurisdiction  derived  to  him  from 
God  in  the  kingdom  of  England  than  any  other  foreign 
bishop,”  and  the  British  Parliament  passed  a number  of 
laws  which  set  the  English  Church  and  her  clergy  entirely 
free  from  the  oppression  of  the  popes,  and  enabled  her 
to  carry  through  the  doctrinal  reforms  she  desired  without 
interference  from  a foreign  bishop. 

After  the  Reformation  of  the  sixteenth  century  the 
political  power  of  the  popes  declined,  and  the  only  tempo- 
ral sovereignty  left  to  the  present  pope  is  the  right  conceded 
to  him  by  Mussolini  to  reign  over  one  square  mile  of  terri- 
tory known  as  the  Vatican  City,  but  though  the  power 
to  rule  no  longer  exists,  the  belief  in  the  divine  right 
to  govern  the  whole  world  is  as  strong  as  ever.  The  pope 
demands  from  us  today  that  which  not  one  of  the  General 
Councils  of  the  Catholic  Church  ever  granted  to  him, 
viz  : — authority  to  rule  supreme  over  the  whole  Church, 
and  that  right  we  are  not  willing  to  concede  to  him. 


CHAPTER  XII 


ROME’S  ATTITUDE  IN  THE  PAST  TOWARDS 
OTHER  MEMBERS  OF  THE  CATHOLIC 
CHURCH 

Having  persuaded  themselves,  on  the  mistaken  inter- 
pretation of  three  or  four  texts  of  Scripture,  that  they  are 
the  specially  chosen  of  God  and  His  representatives  on 
earth;  that  they  are  the  supreme  heads  of  the  Church, 
and  possess  the  power  of  the  keys,  whereby  they  can  open 
or  close  the  gates  of  heaven  as  they  please,  the  Bishops  of 
Rome,  intoxicated  with  these  ideas,  have  acted  as 
though  they  were  really  true.  The  Bishops  of  Rome  have 
at  various  times  wielded  immense  power,  not  only  in  the 
Church,  but  also  over  kingdoms  and  governments ; they 
have  had  the  armies  of  kings  at  their  disposal,  and  have 
not  hesitated  to  use  them.  It  has  been  their  policy  to  use 
military  force  in  support  of  their  ecclesiastical  claims,  and 
the  Church  of  Rome  has  several  times  been  guilty  of 
originating  wars  of  religion  and  of  encouraging  them. 
The  domineering  spirit,  the  arrogant  pride,  and  the  self1 
assertiveness  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome  have  always  been 
resented,  and  numerous  protests  have  been  made,  as  has 
been  shown  in  Chapter  XI. 

Since  the  sixteenth  century  millions  have  cut  them- 
selves off  from  communion  with  the  Roman  Church. 
National  Kings  and  nations  and  communities  have 

Churches  have  her  claims  to  supremacy  and  in- 

withdrawn  fallibility  ; national  Churches,  once  in  fullest 
from  Rome  communion  with  her,  have  withdrawn 
themselves  from  her  control  and  oversight. 
Until  Rome  reforms  herself,  and  abjures  the  many  novel 
and  false  doctrines  and  practices  she  has  at  different  times 
forced  upon  her  adherents,  and  by  which  she  has  corrupted 
the  true  Faith  of  the  Catholic  Church,  there  is  very  little 
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hope  that  they  will  ever  return  to  her  communion. 

The  blame  for  the  division  of  Christendom  today,  lies 
with  the  Roman  Church,  as  Archbishop  Laud  pointed 
out : “I  neither  said  nor  thought  that  Protestants  made 
this  rent.  The  cause  of  the  schism  is  yours  ; for  you 
thrust  us  from  you  because  we  called  for  truth  and  re 
dress  of  abuses.  For  a schism  must  needs  be  theirs  whose 
the  cause  of  it  is.”  And  again  in  his  Conference  with  the 
Roman  Catholic  Fisher  he  said  : “ The  Protestants  did 

not  get  their  name  by  protesting  against  the  Church  of 
Rome,  but  by  protesting  (and  that  when  nothing  else 
would  serve)  against  her  errors  and  superstitions.  Do  you 
remove  them  from  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  our  Protes- 
tantism is  ended  and  the  separation  too.”  What  Arch- 
bishop Laud  said  in  the  seventeenth  century  we  repeat 
today.  Let  Rome  reform  her  system  and  return  to  the 
doctrine  and  practice  of  the  Primitive  Church  and  we 
will  gladly  enter  into  communion  with  her,  but  not  other- 
wise. When  we  withdrew  from  the  Church  of  Rome  and 
refused  to  hold  further  communion  with  her,  we  did  not 
withdraw  from  communion  with  the  Catholic  Church. 

By  withdrawing  from  communion  with  the  Church  of 
Rome  we  have  simply  followed  the  instructions  of  the 
great  Fathers  of  the  Apostolic  Church.  Cyprian,  Bishop 
of  Carthage,  wrote  that  “ A people  obedient  to  the  Lord’s 
commandments  and  fearing  God,  ought  to  separate  itself 
from  a sinful  bishop.”  Ambrose  also  wrote  : “ If  there 

be  any  Church  which  rejects  the  Faith,  and  does  not  hold 
the  fundamentals  of  the  Apostolic  doctrine,  it  ought  to  be 
forsaken,  lest  it  infect  others  with  its  heterodoxy  : ” and 
the  great  Augustine  taught  the  same  doctrine  : “ For 

neither  are  Catholic  Bishops  to  be  assented  to,  if  perad- 
venture  in  any  case  they  are  mistaken,  so  as  to  hold  any- 
thing contrary  to  the  Canonical  Scriptures.”  No  one  can 
truthfully  deny  that  the  Church  of  Rome  holds  doctrines 
“ contrary  to  the  Canonical  Scriptures,”  and  that  she  has 
departed  “ from  the  fundamentals  of  apostolic  doctrine.” 
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With  the  example  of  Lot  withdrawing  from  Sodom, 
■of  Abraham  leaving  Ur  of  the  Chaldees,  of  Israel  quitting 
Egypt,  of  Paul  leaving  the  Pharisees,  we  cannot  reproach 
ourselves  for  withdrawing  from  Rome.  Did  not  the 
•Church  of  Rome  withdraw  from  the  Church  of  the  East, 
from  which  she  received  her  Christianity  ? Has  she  not 
forsaken  the  doctrine  and  practice  of  the  Primitive  Catho- 
lic Church,  and  introduced  many  strange  doctrines  into 
her  system  ? Has  she  not  corrupted  the  teaching  of 
•Christ  and  of  the  Apostles  ? Why  then  count  us  as  schis- 
matics because  we  have  withdrawn  ourselves  from  her 
fellowship  and  returned  to  the  primitive  faith  and  cus- 
toms ? 

Rome’s  proud  boast  is  that  she  is  “ always  the  same," 
and  having  in  the  course  of  centuries  adopted  many 
strange  tenets  and  erroneous  doctrines,  she  was  and  is  loath 
to  let  them  go.  Rather,  at  the  Council  of  Trent,  1545- 
1564,  she  finally  stereotyped  her  doctrine,  published  a 
new  creed  which  embodied  them  all,*  and  anathematized 
all  those  who  rejected  it. 

Unable  to  cajole  and  persuade  her  rebellious  children 
to  return  to  her  fold  she  has  resorted  to  force,  and  when 
persuasion  and  force  both  failed,  orders 
Rome  tries  to  were  issued  from  Rome  to  extirpate  all 
enforce  her  heretics.  This  was  no  new  procedure  on 
demands  by  the  part  of  the  popes,  for  from  the  twelfth 
Religious  century  there  is  a black  record  of  persecu- 
Wars.  tion  and  merciless  cruelty  on  the  part  of  the 

authorities  of  the  Church  of  Rome  towards 
all  who  refuse  to  accept  their  teaching  and  rule.  A very 
brief  account  of  the  persecutions  and  religious  wars  carried 
on  by  the  popes  against  the  so-called  heretics  will  show 
the  attitude  Rome  adopted  to  all  those  who  rebelled 
against  her. 

1.  The  Waldenses  took  their  name  from  Waldo, 
a merchant  of  Lyons  in  France.  They  received  the 


See  Chap.  IX,  pp.  97-99. 
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Scriptures  as  the  only  rule  of  Faith,  admitted  the  two  Sacra- 
ments of  Baptism  and  Holy  Communion,  but  rejected 
Transubstantiation,  Auricular  Confession  to  a priest,  Pray- 
ers to  the  Saints,  Image  Worship,  Purgatory  and  the 
taking  of  Oaths.  They  were  keen  evangelists,  and  went 
everywhere  preaching  the  Word.  About  1147  Pope  Eugenius 
III  sent  missionaries  to  induce  them  to  return  to  the  Roman 
Church,  and  when  they  refused  to  surrender  to  the  blandish- 
ments of  Rome  the  authorities  tried  to  coerce  them.  A 
terrible  time  of  persecution  ensued,  and  leaving  their 
homes  they  settled  in  the  valley  of  Piedmont  in  Italy 
about  1375.  Pope  Innocent  VIII  in  1487  issued  a Bull 
ordering  their  complete  extirpation,  but  they  survived 
even  this.  Again  in  1655,  1656,  and  1696  they  suffered 
the  most  barbarous  and  inhuman  treatment  at  the  hand 
of  their  Roman  Catholic  persecutors,  and  would  have 
been  completely  exterminated  had  it  not  been  for  the 
interference  of  the  English  and  Dutch  on  their  behalf.  In 
spite  of  severe  persecution  through  the  centuries  the  little 
community  of  the  faithful  still  exists. 

2.  The  Albigenses  lived  in  the  thirteenth  century  in 
Provence,  in  the  South  of  France.  These,  too,  rejected 
the  doctrine  of  the  Mass,  of  Transubstantiation,  and  of 
Image  Worship,  and  boldly  asserted  that  they  were  the 
invention  of  men  and  contrary  to  the  teaching  of  Scrip- 
ture. Their  doctrines  have  been  maligned  by  their 
enemies  and  persecutors,  but  G.  S.  Faber,  after  most 
careful  investigations,  strongly  maintained  their  orthodoxy, 
and  adherence  to  apostolic  teaching.  The  Roman 
Catholic  historian,  Bzovius,  records  that  Pope  Innocent 
III  “proclaimed  a sacred  war  against  them,  and  animat- 
ed the  crusaders  with  many  rewards,  in  order  that  they 
might  carry  it  on  strenuously.”  The  Pope  commissioned 
Simon  de  Montfort  to  exterminate  them.  In  A.D.  1208 
Montfort  led  a crusade  against  them,  and  according  to 
Bzovius,  an  army  of  500,000  was  engaged  in  this  ruthless 
warfare.  Papal  legates  and  bishops  led  the  crusade,  and 
wasted  the  province  with  fire  and  sword.  Crusade  followed 


135 


crusade,  and  the  Albigenses  were  finally  exteiminated 
•about  the  beginning  of  the  fourte . nth  century.  The  victims 
•of  these  heartless  persecutions  are  said  to  have  numbered 
30,000.  Rome  has  no  mercy  on  those  who  resist  her 
claims. 

3.  The  Lollards. — In  the  fourteenth  century  the  Roman 
authorities  began  to  persecute  the  Lollards  in  England. 
They  were  the  followers  of  Wycliffe,  a priest  of  Lutterworth, 
and  professor  of  divinity  and  philosophy  at  Oxford,  who 
had  rejected  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation,  and  com- 
missioned men  as  itinerant  preachers  to  teach  the  Bible  to 
the  common  people  in  their  homes.  “ In  philosophy  he 
was  reckoned  second  to  none,  and  in  scholastic  learning 
without  rival,’’  wrote  an  English  historian  of  the  year  1382. 
His  teaching  and  that  of  his  followers  was  bitterly  resent 
ed  by  the  bishops  and  clergy,  but  it  won  large  numbers  of 
adherents  from  the  laity.  The  Mass,  Image  Worship, 
Prayers  for  the  Dead,  Auricular  Confession  to  a priest,  and 
Exorcisms  of  Evil  Spirits  were  among  the  doctrines  and 
practices  denounced  by  the  followers  of  Wycliffe.  Parlia- 
ment was  friendly  to  them,  but  through  the  strong  influ- 
ence of  the  Roman  bishops  and  clergy,  and  with  the  help 
of  the  king,  Henry  IV,  an  Act  was  passed,  “ De  heretico 
comburendo,"’  in  1401,  that  all  such  heretics  should  be 
burned  at  the  stake.  For  many  years  the  Lollards  were 
harried  by  the  clergy,  and  many  of  them  perished  at  the 
stake  rather  than  renounce  their  convictions. 

4.  The  Hussites. — In  the  fifteenth  century  the 
reputation  of  the  Papacy  was  at  a very  low  ebb.  Bribery, 
simony,  nepotism,  and  corruption  were  the  order  of  the 
day.  The  scandal  of  the  Great  Schism,  when  rival  popes 
anathematized  each  other,  aroused  the  anger  of  many, 
among  whom  was  John  Hus  of  Bohemia.  His  eloquent 
preaching  and  denunciation  of  abuses  in  the  Church 
gained  him  a large  following,  and  a strong  agitation  for 
the  reform  of  the  Church  was  started.  Hus  was  summoned 
to  appear  before  the  Council  of  Constance,  1415,  and 
the  Emperor  Sigismund  promised  him  a fair  trial  and  full 
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protection.  Hus,  on  his  arrival,  was  placed  under  arrest 
and  put  on  his  trial,  and  finally  condemned  as  a heretic, 
and  notwithstanding  the  promise  of  the  Emperor,  was 
delivered  to  the  secular  arm  to  be  burned.  His  martyr- 
dom aroused  intense  indignation  through  the  whole  of 
Bohemia,  and  was  the  cause  of  great  disorders  and  civil 
war  in  the  fifteenth  century.  The  armies  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  attacked  the  Hussites,  and  war  lasted  for  many 
years,  and  was  prosecuted  with  the  utmost  cruelty  on 
both  sides,  as  the  followers  of  Hus  were  enraged  and 
inflamed  by  the  shameless  treachery  of  the  pope  and 
Emperor,  and  the  cruelty  of  the  Council.  Rome  would 
brook  no  opposition  to  her  teaching,  though  it  meant  the 
slaughter  of  thousands  of  sincere  Christians. 

5.  The  Huguenots,  members  of  the  French  Re- 
formed Church,  suffered  persecution  at  the  hands  of  the 
Romanists  from  1534  to  1802.  In  the 
Massacre  of  sixteenth  century  there  were  2,000  con- 
the  Huguenots,  gregations  and  400,000  adherents  to  the 
Reformed  Faith  scattered  throughout 
France.  In  1561  a Conference  was  held  at  Poissy,  unsuc- 
cessful attempts  were  made  to  induce  the  Huguenots  to 
return  to  the  Roman  Faith,  and  civil  war  broke  out.  Then 
the  Romanists  plotted  to  exterminate  every  Protestant  in 
France,  and  wholesale  massacres  took  place  on  St.  Bar- 
tholomew's Day,  1572.  A marriage  had  been  arranged  to 
take  place  in  Paris  between  Henry  of  Navarre  and 
Margaret  of  Valois,  and  the  Huguenots  were  invited  to 
the  festivities.  Relying  on  the  good  faith  of  the  Roman- 
ists they  attended,  but  at  night  the  great  bell  of  St.  Ger- 
main's Church  was  tolled,  and  what  occurred  upon  this 
signal  is  related  by  the  Roman  Catholic  historian, 
Mezerai.  On  the  tolling  of  the  bell  “ sixty  thousand  men, 
transported  with  fury,  and  armed  in  different  ways,  ran 
about  wherever  example,  vengeance,  rage  and  the  desire 
of  plunder  transported  them.  The  air  resounded  with  a 
horrible  tempest  of  the  hisses,  blasphemies,  and  oaths  of 
the  murderers they  neither  spared  the  aged,  nor 
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women  great  with  child,  nor  even  infants six 

hundred  houses  were  pillaged,  and  four  thousand  persons 
I massacred,  with  all  the  confusion  and  barbarity  that  can 
| be  imagined.” 

The  Jesuit  Bonanni  wrote  the  following  account  of 
what  happened  in  France,  and  dedicated  his  book  to  Pope 
Innocent  XII.  “For  three  days  there  was  a slaughter  of 
the  evil-minded  heretics.  From  Paris  the  bath  of  blood 
spread  to  other  cities,  and  over  25,000  people  were  mas- 
sacred.” The  news  reached  Rome  early  on  the  morning  of 
5th  September,  and  the  Cardinal  in  attendance  directed 
I that  the  pope  should  be  wakened,  “ that  he  might  rejoice  in 
the  wonderful  grace  which  God  had  granted  to  Christen- 
dom during  his  pontificate.”  The  pope  was  delighted  at  the 
news,  and  it  was  arranged — we  quote  Thuanus,  the  Roman 
Catholic  historian — “that  the  pope,  with  the  cardinals, 
should  straightway  go  to  the  Church  of  St.  Mark,  and 
should  solemnly  return  thanks  to  the  Lord  for  so  great  a 
blessing  conferred  upon  the  Roman  See  and  the  Christian 
I World.”  Both  the  cardinal  and  the  pope  appear  to  have 
forgotten  the  well-known  saying  of  Chrysostom  : “ Who- 

soever  ye  see  rejoicing  in  the  blood  of  persecution,  he  is 
the  wolf.” — (Chrysos.  in  Matt.,  Horn.  19).  Fleury,  another 
Roman  Catholic  historian,  in  his  Ecclesiastical  History, 
gives  a similar  account  of  the  rejoicing  in  Rome  over  these 
f terrible  massacres,  and  also  records  that  medals  were  struck 
| to  commemorate  the  slaughter  of  the  “heretics.”  From 
{ that  date  till  1802  the  Huguenots  were  fiercely  persecuted ; 
thousands  perished  and  thousands  fled  for  refuge  to  other 
countries,  but  they  held  firmly  to  the  Reformed  Faith. 

6.  The  Marian  Persecution  in  England. — The 

Roman  Church,  during  the  reign  of  Mary, 
300  British  1553-1558,  made  tremendous  efforts  to  undo 
martyrs  burn-  the  work  of  the  Reformation  which  had 
ed  by  Rome,  taken  place  in  the  reigns  of  Henry  VIII 
and  Edward  VI.  All  the  leaders  were  seized 
and  thrown  into  prison,  and  every  inducement  was  held  out 
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to  them  to  recant  and  return  to  the  Church  of  Rome.  About 
three  hundred  Protestants  were  burned  at  the  stake,  among 
them  being  Bishops  Cranmer,  Hooper,  Latimer,  Ridley  and 
Farrar.  So  great  was  the  detestation  and  hatred  aroused 
by  this  bloody  persecution,  that  when  Elizabeth  came  to  the 
throne  the  whole  nation  revolted  against  Rome,  and  her 
emissaries  had  to  flee  the  country.  Thereupon  Pope  Pius 
V excommunicated  the  Queen,  and  the  following  extracts 
from  the  Bull  of  Excommunication  are  interesting  as  show- 
ing the  overweening  pride  of  this  “ servant  of  the  servants 
of  God,"  as  he  describes  himself  in  the  Bull,  and  then 
adds  : “ Christ  hath  appointed  him  (Peter)  only,  to  be  the 

prince  over  all  nations  and  over  all  kingdoms, and 

the  Bishop  of  Rome,  Peter's  successor We  make  it 

known  that  we  have  deprived  her  (Elizabeth)  Irom  that 
right  she  pretended  to  have  in  the  Kingdom  aforesaid,  and 
also  from  all  and  every  her  authority,  dignity,  and  pri- 
vilege. We  charge  and  forbid  all  and  every  the  nobles, . 
subjects,  and  people,  and  others  aforesaid,  that  they  be  not 
so  hardy  to  obey  her,  or  her  will,  or  commandments,  upon  i 
pain  of  like  accurse  upon  them.  We  pronounce  that  all 
whoever  by  any  occasion  have  taken  their  oath  unto  her, . 
are  for  ever  discharged  of  such  their  oath,  and  also  from  all 
fealty  and  service  which  was  due  to  her  by  reason  of  her 
government.'  Roman  Catholics  never  tire  of  reminding 
us  that  many  of  their  brethren  perished  at  the  block  in 
Queen  Elizabeth's  reign,  but  they  conveniently  forget  that 
these  perished,  not  as  martyrs  for  the  Roman  Faith,  but 
because  they  had  plotted  to  assassinate  the  Queen,  and  to 
overthrow  the  Protestant  Government  of  the  land.  They 
were  traitors  to  their  country,  and  suffered  for  their  trea- 
chery, not  for  their  faith. 


Excommunications,  interdicts,  imprisonments,  wars 
of  extermination,  all  had  their  place  in  the  system  of  Rome 

The  Inauisi-  to  comPe^  men  to  accePt  her  teaching  and 
tjon  4 supremacy,  but  her  most  terrible  instru- 

ment for  compelling  abject  submission 
and  obedience  was  the  Inquisition.  The  Inquisition 
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was  started  about  1229,  by  Pope  Gregory  IX  as  part 
of  the  administration  of  the  Church.  Dominic,  who 
founded  the  order  of  Dominican  monks,  had  been  very  zeal- 
ous in  suppressing  the  Albigenses  and  Waldensesin  France, 
and  was  instructed  by  the  pope  to  make  Inquisition  as  to 
all  suspected  of  heresy,  and  to  deliver  them,  if  convicted, 
to  the  civil  authorities  to  be  put  to  death.  In  this  way 
the  Inquisition  was  started,  a secret  Tribunal,  armed  with 
practically  absolute  powers  for  the  detection,  suppression, 
and  punishment  of  heresy.  The  chief  control  of  the  Inquisi- 
tion was  retained  by  the  Pope  and  the  Curia,  the  Car- 
dinals of  Rome,  and  these  must  be  held  responsible  for  the 
abominable  cruelties  carried  out  against  tens  of  thousands 
in  order  to  compel  them  to  conform  to  the  Faith  of  the 
Roman  Church. 

Men  suspected  of  disloyalty  to  Rome  could  be  de- 
nounced ; anonymous  information  was  promptly  acted 
upon  ; through  the  medium  of  the  confessional  box  in- 
formation could  be  obtained,  as  it  was  the  duty  of  a 
parent  in  the  case  of  heresy  to  betray  his  child,  or  for 
a child  to  betray  his  parent  to  the  Inquisition.  Those 
charged  with  heresy  were  deprived  of  their  civil  rights, 
their  property  was  confiscated  to  the  Church,  they  were 
imprisoned,  tortured,  and,  if  they  refused  to  recant,  were 
put  to  death.  Tortures  were  administered  by  the  priests  ; 
the  executions  and  burnings  were  carried  out  by  Govern- 
ment officials. 

The  purpose  of  the  Inquisition  was  to  so  intimidate 
men,  and  keep  them  in  such  a state  of  fear  that  the  Church 
would  be  able  to  completely  dominate  their  consciences. 
The  burning  of  heretics  usually  took  place  on  public  holi- 
days, when  large  crowds  could  be  present  to  see  the 
anguish  and  suffering  of  the  condemned  persons,  and  so 
be  terrified  into  complete  obedience,  lest  they,  too,  should 
be  called  upon  to  suffer  a like  fate. 

The  Inquisition  was  used  by  the  Church  of  Rome 
chiefly  in  Spain  and  South  America,  in  the  Netherlands, 
France,  and  Italy,  in  Poland,  Sardinia,  and  Bohemia,  and 
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in  Goa  in  India.  In  1481,  298  victims  were  burned  to  death 
in  the  town  of  Seville  alone,  and  over  2,000  were  burned 
in  the  dioceses  of  Seville  and  Cadiz.  The  property  of  these 
martyrs  was  confiscated,  and  Pope  Sixtus  IV  complained 
that  he  did  not  get  his  rightful  share  of  it.  In  1543  the 
Inquisition  was  started  in  Rome  in  order  to  check  the 
Reformation  which  had  spread  to  the  Holy  City  itself. 
Cardinal  Caraffa,  to  whom  the  work  was  committed,  drew 
up  four  simple  rules,  the  fourth  of  which  read  as  follows : 

No  man  must  debase  himself  by  shewing  toleration  of 
any  kind  to  heretics.”  The  Inquisitors  had  supreme 
authority  over  every  one,  and  the  pope  alone  had  the  power 
to  absolve  any  one  convicted  by  them.  To  what  extent 
the  victims  of  the  Inquisition  could  expect  mercy  from  the 
popes  may  be  gathered  from  a statement  by  Pope  Pius  V, 
(1566-1572),  who  declared  that  he  was  willing  to  spare  a 
culprit  guilty  of  a hundred  murders  rather  than  a single 
notorious  heretic.  The  Inquisition  continued  its  dastardly 
work  till  1802,  when  the  last  death  sentence  was  passed  on 
the  pastor  of  Esco,  but  was  not  carried  out.  In  1810  it 
was  abolished  in  Goa  through  the  intervention  of  the 
British  Government ; in  1820  the  Cortes  abolished  it  in 
Spain,  and  in  1821  it  was  closed  down  in  Portugal. 

The  instructions  given  to  the  Emperor  by  Cardinal 
Rome  would  CamPegSio  regarding  the  suppression  of  the 
...  ,,  Reformers  in  1530  will  be  read  with  interest : 

II  reties  “ ^ pursue  them  with  ecclesiastical  cen- 

sures and  penalties,  omitting  nothing  that 
it  may  be  needful  to  do.  I will  deprive  the  beneficed  here- 
tics of  their  benefices,  and  will  separate  them  by  excom- 
munication from  the  Catholic  flock.  Your  Highness  also, 
with  your  just  and  awful  imperial  ban,  will  subject  them 
to  such  and  so  horrible  an  extermination  that  either  they 
shall  be  constrained  to  return  to  the  holy  Catholic  Faith, 
or  shall  be  utterly  ruined  and  despoiled  both  of  goods  and 
life.  And  if  any  there  be  who  shall  obstinately  persevere 

in  that  diabolical  course your  Majesty  will  then 

take  fire  and  sword  in  hand,  and  will  radically  extirpate 
these  noxious  and  venomous  weeds.” 
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To  the  kings  of  England  and  France  also,  the  cardinal 
proposed  that  all  the  property  of  heretics  should  be  con- 
fiscated. 

The  Bull  “ In  Caena  Domini,”  in  its  final  form,  was 
issued  by  Urban  VIII  in  1627,  although  some  of  it  had 
been  published  much  earlier.  He  declared  that  it  was  to 
remain  as  the  eternal  law  for  all  Christendom,  and  it  has 
been  confirmed  by  many  popes.  The  Bull  excommuni- 
cates all  heretics  and  schismatics,  and  all  who  assist  them  in 
any  way.  It  curses  all  who  keep  or  print  books  written 
by  heretics  without  the  written  permission  of  the  pope.  It 
excommunicates  all  who  appeal  to  a General  Council  from 
any  decree  passed  by  a pope.  The  publication  of  the  Bull 
gave  rise  to  much  opposition,  and  several  rulers  refused 
to  allow  its  publication  in  their  dominions,  but  for  200 
years  it  was  annually  published  in  Rome  on  Maundy 
Thursday,  and  although  this  has  been  discontinued,  it  still 
has  legal  force  wherever  Rome  is  in  power. 

Such  in  briefest  outline  is  the  sketch  of  Rome’s  atti- 
tude in  the  past  towards  those  who  rejected  her  system, 
and  preferred  the  teaching  of  the  Word  of  God  to  the  de- 
crees of  the  popes  of  Rome.  Since  1870  the  pope  and  the 
Curia  have  been  debarred  the  exercise  of  temporal  power ; 
armies  are  no  longer  at  their  disposal  to  enforce  their  com- 
mands ; and  papal  persecution  in  that  sense  has  been 
discontinued,  not  because  Rome’s  method  and  spirit  have 
changed,  but  because  she  lacks  the  power  to  enforce  her 
will  on  the  free  nations  of  the  world. 


That  the  spirit  of  persecution  is  still  there  may  be  seen 
from  the  following  statements  and  incidents.  Early  in  the 
nineteenth  century  a commentary  of  the  Bible  was  published 
in  Ireland,  with  the  approval  and  blessing  of  the  Irish  Roman 
Catholic  bishops.  The  notes  appended  to  Matt. 
The  nprcprut-  : ^9  ; Luke  ix  : 54  and  55 ; Luke  xiv : 23; 
intf  cnirit  still  Acts  xxv  : 1 1 j 2 Tim.  iii  : 9 recommended 
rampant  that  heretics,  that  is,  Protestants,  should  be 
" ‘ summarily  dealt  with,  and  as  far  as  possible, 

extirpated.  The  book  aroused  so  much  resentment  and 
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agitation  that  it  was  speedily  withdrawn  from  sale.  These 
notes  simply  endorsed  the  teaching  of  Thomas  Aquinas,  the 
greatest  theologian  the  Roman  Church  has  ever  produced, 
who  wrote:  “On  the  side  of  the  heretics  is  sin,  for  which 
they  deserve  not  only  to  be  separated  from  the  Church  by 
excommunication,  but  even  to  be  excluded  from  the  world 
by  death.”  “Heretics  who  continue  obstinate  in  their 
error  after  the  second  reproof  are  not  only  to  be  consigned 
to  the  sentence  of  excommunication,  but  also  to  the  secular 
Powers  to  be  exterminated.  Heretics,  immediately  after 
they  are  convicted  of  heresy,  deserve  not  only  to  be  excom- 
municated, but  also  justly  to  be  killed.”  This  teaching  of 
Thomas  Aquinas  has  never  been  repudiated  by  the  Roman 
Church,  and  is  still  the  doctrine  of  that  Church  concerning 
heretics. 

In  1805  Pope  Pius  wrote  to  the  Roman  Nuncio  at 
Venice,  and  urged  the  confiscation  of  property  of  those  who 
rejected  the  Roman  Faith,  and  the  relaxation  of  all  obliga- 
tions to  pay  taxes  to  heretical  rulers,  and  expressed  his 
sorrow  that  the  Church  was  unable  to  enforce  all  her  laws 
against  heretics. 

Gregory  XVI,  in  1832,  issued  an  Encyclical,  which 
was  later  confirmed  by  Pius  IX,  in  which  he  declared  that 
freedom  of  conscience  was  madness,  and  the  freedom  of 
the  press  a pestiferous  error  which  could  not  be  sufficiently 
deplored. 

In  1851  Pius  IX  censured  the  great  theologian  Nuytz, 
of  Turin,  because  he  taught  that  the  Church  could  only 
administer  spiritual  punishment  to  those  who  rejected  her 
teaching.  Pius  IX  quite  evidently  desired  to  restore  to  the 
Church  the  power  to  imprison,  hang,  and  burn  all  those 
who  opposed  his  authority. 

In  1867  the  Jesuit,  Schneeman,  wrote  that,  “As  the 
Church  has  an  external  jurisdiction  she  can  impose  tempo- 
ral punishments,  and  not  only  deprive  the  guilty  of  spirit- 
ual privileges.  . . . temporal  and  sensible  punishments  must 
be  employed.”  These  latter  he  explained  as  fines,  imprison- 
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ments,  scourging,  and  banishments.  He  goes  on  to  say: — 
“ The  Church  will  always  claim  the  right  to  inflict  temporal 
punishment,  and  to  assume  the  power  necessary  to  see 
that  they  are  carried  out,  since  God  has  accorded  to  her  the 
right  in  perpetuity.” 

In  1901  the  “ Institutes  of  Canon  Law,”  issued  from 
Rome  with  the  approval  of  the  pope,  asserted  that  the 
Church  possesses  the  power,  which  she  ought  to  exercise,  of 
extirpating  heretics.  Heretics,  of  course,  means  Protestants. 
In  the  same  year  Fr.  de  Luca,  in  a course  of  lectures  given 
at  the  Gregorian  University  of  Rome,  stated,  on  the  author- 
ity of  papal  decrees,  that  “the  right  of  the  sword  is  a 
necessary  and  effective  means  to  the  attainment  of  the 
Church’s  ends.  The  Church  of  Christ  possesses  the  right 
of  inflicting  bodily  penalties,  even  death.”  These  lectures 
were  approved  by  Pope  Leo  XIII. 

In  1910  Father,  afterwards  Cardinal  Lepicier,  professor 
in  the  Papal  College  of  the  Propaganda  at  Rome,  wrote  as 
follows : “I-  am  aware  that  there  are  many  who  think  that 

the  Church  has  no  right  to  sanction  the  death  penalty, 
whether  for  heresy  or  any  other  crime.  But  their  decision 
~ . *ii  . cannot  be  called  probable,  since  it  does  not 

• . Fvtv  aPPear  plainly  how  this  negation  is  compat- 

Date  all  here"  t^le  constitution  of  the  Church  or 

^cs  " with  historical  facts.  If  traitors  and  man- 

‘ 5 slayers  are  justly  condemned  to  death,  much 

more  do  these  deserve  the  capital  sentence  who  publicly 
bring  contumely  upon  the  Catholic  Faith  which  they  have 
professed.”  That  is,  so  late  as  1910,  this  priest,  now  a 
Cardinal,  with  the  approval  of  the  pope,  Pius  IX,  affirmed 
the  right  of  the  Roman  Church  to  put  to  death  those  who 
leave  her  communion  and  reject  her  Faith,  and  in  any  way 
oppose  her  teaching 

Wherever  the  Roman  Church  has  authority  to  enforce 
her  decrees  she  refuses  to  allow  freedom  of  worship  to 
Protestants.  In  1851  Pope  Pius  IX  persuaded  the  Queen 
of  Spain  to  agree  to  a Convention  that  the  Roman  Catholic 
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religion  “ should  continue  to  be,  to  the  exclusion  of  every 
Rome  will  not  other  form  of  worship,  the  sole  religion  of 

allow  freedom  *e  SPams.h  "atm"  : and  that 

nf  Wnrshin  education  m all  public  and  private  schools 
should  be  entirely  conformable  to  the  Catho- 
lic doctrine.”  By  this  Convention  every  Protestant  child  in 
Spain  was  compelled  to  attend  a Roman  Catholic  school, 
and  Protestants  were  forbidden  to  hold  public  services  for 
the  worship  of  God.  The  Spanish  nation  soon  tired  of  this 
tyranny,  and  the  Convention  was  cancelled,  upon  which 
the  pope  protested,  in  1855,  and  in  his  allocution  delivered 
on  July  26th,  declared  null  and  void  the  laws  passed  by  the 
Spaniards  giving  freedom  of  worship  to  all  in  Spain.  Even 
the  editor  of  “ The  Times,”  the  world’s  greatest  newspaper, 
was  stirred  to  protest  against  this  assumption  of  power  by 
the  pope,  and  wrote:  “Here  is  a man  . . . stirring  up  dis- 
cord, provoking  revolution,  denouncing,  threatening, 
anathematizing,  nullifying,  as  if  the  world  were  at  his 
feet,  and  he  were  the  only  arbiter  and  controller  of  the 
destinies  of  Europe How  long  is  Europe  to  toler- 

ate this  miserable  counterfeit  of  mediaeval  priestcraft, 
founded  upon  mediaeval  superstition?” 

In  1867  Pope  Pius  IX  refused  to  allow  Protestants  to 
meet  for  worship  within  the  city  of  Rome,  although  he 
permitted  them  to  hold  their  services  out- 
side the  city.  In  1921,  the  Y.  M.  C.  A.  in 
Rome  incurred  the  anger  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  authorities,  and  all  Romanists 
were  forbidden  to  enter  their  halls  and 
to  attend  the  lectures  given  by  Y.  M.  C.  A. 
The  Bishops  of  Italy  were  instructed  to  forbid 
their  people  to  read  “ the  daily  papers,  periodicals,  and 
other  publications  of  this  Society,  of  which  the  pernicious 
character  is  manifest.”  With  Mussolini’s  help  the 
Y.  M.  C.  A.  hostels  were  closed,  and  the  Methodist  Church 
in  Rome  was  also  outlawed.  In  1931  the  pope  again  issued 
an  order  forbidding  Protestants  to  preach  in  Rome.  The 
Roman  Church  does  not  tolerate  religious  freedom.  She 
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only  allows  such  freedom  where  she  is  unable  to  suppress  it 
by  force  or  intrigue.  She  claims  to  be  the  sole  authorized 
teacher  of  religion ; there  is  no  room  in  this  world  for  any 
other  preachers  or  teachers  of  the  Word  of  God ; if  any 
such  dare  to  preach  or  teach  in  opposition  to  the  Churcb 
of  Rome,  they  must  be  exterminated  in  order  that  Rome 
may  have  a free  hand. 

That  has  been  the  teaching  and  practice  of  Rome 
since  the  twelfth  century,  and  the  death  penalty  for  all  here- 
tics was  in  legal  force  through  the  Roman  Church  until 
1917,  when  it  was  suspended  by  the  new  Code  of  Canon 
Law.  It  has  been  suspended,  but  the  Roman  Church  has 
never  yet  formally  condemned  a principle  which  she  not 
only  taught  but  acted  upon  for  many  centuries.  There  is 
not  the  slightest  probability  that  the  Church  of  Rome  will 
ever  again  enjoy  that  temporal  power  which  she  once 
wielded,  but  we  bave  very  little  doubt  that  if  she  ever  did 
regain  it,  she  would  revive  a practice  she  has  been  com- 
pelled to  discontinue,  and  the  edict  would  once  more  issue 
from  Rome  that  all  heretics,  i.e.,  Protestants,  must  recant 
and  submit,  or  be  exterminated. 


CHAPTER  XIII 


THE  TEACHING  OF  THE  CHURCH  OF 
ROME  TODAY  ABOUT  PROTESTANTS 

As  Rome  no  longer  has  the  power  to  impose  her 
doctrines  by  force  on  free  and  independent  peoples,  and 
Kings  and  Parliaments  now  refuse  to  allow  their  armies 
to  be  used  to  enforce  her  decrees,  she  has  had  most  un- 
willingly to  fall  back  on  the  publication  of  Papal  Bulls, 
Decrees,  and  Encyclical  Letters  as  a means  of  expressing 
her  will  to  the  faithful,  and  of  showing  her  dislike  and 
hatred  of  any  religious  teaching  which  does  not  correspond 
with  her  own.  She  claims  to  be  the  sole  authorized  tea- 
cher of  religion  in  the  world,  and  is  unsparing  in  her 
rebukes  of  all  others  who  presume  to  teach  independently 
of  her.  She  contemptuously  lumps  them  together  as 
Protestants  and  heretics,  and  denies  that  they  are  members 
of  the  Catholic  Church ; in  fact,  she  says  quite  definitely 
that  they  are  not  true  Christians. 

There  are  many  devout  members  of  the  Holy  Catholic 
Church,  separated  from  the  Roman  communion,  who, 
grieved  at  the  divisions  in  the  ranks  of  the  Church,  and 
deeply  conscious  of  the  shame  and  weakness  this  division 
causes  : conscious,  too,  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  will  of 
the  great  Head  of  the  Church,  earnestly  desire  and  pray 
for  reunion  with  the  Church  of  Rome.  They  believe  that 
Rome  would  go  a long  way  to  meet  the  Protestant 
Churches  desiring  reunion  with  her,  and  would  offer  many 
concessions  in  her  religious  system  if  only  they  would 
acknowledge  her  supremacy  and  submit  to  her  discipline. 

Let  not  one  deceive  himself  with  false  hopes.  Rome 
might  possibly  allow  us  in  the  Anglican  Church,  and  in 
the  Church  of  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon  to  say  Mass  in 
our  own  language,  but  the  doctrine  of  the  Mass  would 
have  to  be  the  Roman  and  not  the  Anglican  doctrine ; 
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she  might  permit  our  clergy  to  marry,  as  she  has  been  com- 
pelled to  do  in  other  Churches  which  have 
Rome  demands  submitted  to  her  rule ; she  might  allow  the 
submission,  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  and  the  Met- 
not  Reconcilia-  ropolitan  of  India  to  be  recognized  as  such, 
tion.  All  this  she  might  allow,  but  when  it 

comes  to  any  point  of  doctrine  on  which 
I she  has  once  spoken  and  given  her  decision  Rome 
will  be  found  to  be  adamant  ; she  will  yield  nothing,  not 
one  jot  or  tittle.  Rome  is  absolutely  sure  of  herself  and 
her  position,  and  nothing  will  move  her  from  it.  On  the 
part  of  the  Protestant  there  must  be  complete  and  abject 
submission,  and  hearty  acceptance  of  the  Creed  of  Pope 
Pius  IV,*  otherwise  there  can  be  no  reconciliation.  It  is  this 
Creed,  full  of  late  accretions  to  the  Faith  of  the  Apos- 
tolic Church,  that  we  object  to  ; forms  and  ceremonies  and 
ritual  do  not  worry  us  unduly  ; it  is  the  doctrine  that  we 
cannot  accept,  and  it  is  regarding  doctrine  that  Rome  will 
not  yield  one  iota. 

Let  us  see  what  Rome  has  to  say  about  us  as  a Church, 
as  Clergy,  as  Christians  in  the  two  books  under  review,  the 
“ Catechism  ” and  the  “ Faith  and  Works  of  a true 
Christian,”  and  then  we  shall  better  understand  her  atti- 
tude towards  us  as  Protestants,  and  how  little  hope  she 
holds  out  to  us  of  reunion  with  herself  except  on  the  basis  of 
j complete  submission  to  her  Faith  and  Practice  ; how  little 
l hope  she  holds  out  that  if  we  remain  unrepentant  and 
outside  her  communion  we  may  ever  be  allowed  to  enter 
the  kingdom  of  Heaven.  It  should  be  remembered  that 
; the  passages  to  be  quoted  from  these  books  are  recent 
statements  made  in  India  by  priests  of  the  Roman  Church, 
and  that  they  are  approved  and  authorized  by  the  Roman 
i Catholic  bishop  of  Lahore. 

In  the  first  place  Rome  refuses  to  recognize  us  as 
being  true  Christians  at  all.  In  the  Catechism,  p.  26,  we 
! read  : “ Protestants  are  not  true  Christians,  because  they 

*Vide  Chap.  IX,  p.  97. 
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do  not  believe  all  the  teaching  of  Jesus  Christ.’'  That  is  a 
Rome  denies  definite  charge  that  has  been  publicly  refut- 
that  we  are  e<^  many  times.  No  Romanist  ever  comes 
true  Chris-  forward  to  tell  us  what  sayings  of  Jesus 

tia  Christ  we  do  not  believe,  or  what  doctrine 

of  His  the  Church  of  India  does  not  hold,, 
except  that  they  assert  that  we  do  not  believe  in  Peter,, 
which  of  course  is  false. 

Not  content  with  saying  that  we  are  not  “ true  Chris- 
tians,” Father  Vitalis  goes  on  to  class  us  with  idolaters, 
Muhammadans,  and  with  the  devils  in  hell.  On  p.  50  of 
his  Catechism  we  read : “ What  people  are  separated  from 
the  Communion  of  the  Saints?”  and  the  answer  follows: 
“ In  the  other  world  devilish  people,  and  in  this  world  all 
those  who  live  separate  from  the  Catholic  Church,  such  as 
idolaters,  Muhammadans,  Protestants,  etc.”  Father 
Makair  endorses  this  in  his  book  the  “ True  Christian,”  p. 
45  where  he  says : “ The  true  Christian,  (i.e.,  the  Roman 

Catholic),  not  only  believes — because  the  devils  in  Hell 
and  the  Protestants  in  this  world  do  that  much.  . . .”  So 
that  apparently  the  only  difference  between  devils  and 
Protestants  is  that  the  devils  are  now  in  Hell,  and  the  Pro- 
testants are  for  the  present  in  this  world,  but  only  as  a 
temporary  arrangement ; they,  too,  will  eventually  be  con- 
signed to  the  nether  regions.  On  p.  52  of  the  Catechism 
we  are  also  linked  up  with  heretics,  and  charged  with  hav- 
ing given  up  parts  of  the  Catholic  Creed  : “ in  this  way  all 
Protestants  and  heretics  have  separated  themselves  from 
the  Church,  and  have  rejected  certain  parts  of  the  Creed.” 
We  are  unaware  that  members  of  the  Church  of  India 
have  rejected  any  part  of  the  Creed  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  but  these  Roman  priests  say  we  have.  Will  they 
please  tell  us  what  parts  of  the  Creed  we  have  rejected  ? 

Then  they  proceed  to  accuse  us  of  very  unsatisfactory 
conduct  as  Christians,  of  being  merely  hearers  of  the  Word 
and  not  doers  of  the  same.  In  the  “True  Christian,”  p.  25, 
we  read  that  “ The  true  Christian  (i.e.,  the  Roman  Catho- 
lic) does  not  copy  those  evil  Christians  who  say  that  they 
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believe  in  God  and  Jesus  Christ  but  their  works  are  those 
of  Satan ; who  claim  that  they  believe  their  religion  but 
do  not  act  according  to  it,  or  act  in  evil  ways,  and  yet 
hope  for  salvation.” 

Indeed,  Protestants  are  such  evil  people  that  no  Roman 
Catholic  must  ever  pray  or  worship  with  them.  On 
No  Romanist  P-  5.7  °1,  Catechism  the  question  is 
asked:  What  does  the  first  Command- 

ment forbid?”  and  the  answer  is  given,  “To 
engage  in  worship  with  false  believers.”  A 
still  greater  sin  would  be  for  a Roman 
Catholic  to  marry  a Protestant.  Such  a marriage  if  per- 
formed by  a non-Roman  clergyman  is  invalid,  and  the 
persons  engaged  in  such  a ceremony,  without  a dispensa- 
tion, commit  a deadly  sin,  for  which  they  must  be  excom- 
municated. Bishop  D.  Cohalan  stated  in  the  Catholic 
Bulletin  of  January,  1917,  that  “ a mixed  marriage  in  a 
registry  office  or  before  a Protestant  minister,  according  to 
the  present  discipline  of  the  Church,  is  an  invalid  marriage, 
and  the  subsequent  so-called  married  life  is  in  the  eyes  of 
the  Church  merely  concubinage.”  In  a sermon  preached 
on  New  Year’s  Day,  1925,  at  Weesen  in  Switzerland,  the 
following  statement  was  made  about  such  mixed  marri- 
ages : “ In  the  theological  sense  such  an  apostasy  from 

the  Catholic  Church  is  a worse  sin  even  than  a bodily 
murder.”  Such  statements  may  be  permitted  in  England, 
in  India,  or  in  Roman  Catholic  countries,  but  they  are 
not  allowed  in  Australia  or  New  Zealand.  In  New  South 
Wales,  in  1925,  a law  was  passed  imposing  a fine  of  ,£100, 
or  a year’s  imprisonment,  for  any  one  declaring  that  such 
people  were  not  lawfully  married,  and  in  New  Zealand  a 
similar  law  was  passed.  In  India  we  are  not  so  fortunate, 
and  the  priests  declare  with  impunity  that  such  marriages 
are  invalid,  and  those  who  contract  them  commit  deadly 
sin. 


Father  Makair  asks  in  “The  True  Christian,”  p.  22  r 
“ From  where  have  they  discovered  their  doctrines  and 
rules  ?”  and  the  answer  he  gives  is  flattering — “By  their 
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own  authority,  which  is  nil,  and  from  their  own  hearts, 
which  are  corrupted  with  evil  and  pride.” 

As  regards  the  ordained  ministry  of  the  Church,  they 
tell  us  that  we  have  no  true  priests,  because  we  have 
rejected  the  Sacraments  of  Penance  and 
the  Mass.  In  this  they  are  merely  follow- 
ing the  lead  of  their  master,  Pope  Leo 
XIII,  who,  in  1896,  issued  a Bull  in  which 
he  declared  that  there  was  no  validly  or- 
dained priest  in  the  Church  of  England,  and  that  English 
Orders  were  null  and  void.  That  may  be  the  view  of  the 
Bishop  of  Rome  and  his  priests,  but  it  leaves  us  uncon- 
cerned ; we  are  satisfied  that  our  priests  are  as  validly  or- 
dained in  the  Catholic  Church  as  the  priests  of  the  Church 
of  Rome. 


Rome  denies 
that  our 
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The  views  of  these  two  Roman  priests  about  our 
clergy  and  their  ministry  are  interesting.  Father  Makair 
is  very  plain-spoken  on  p.  5 of  his  “True  Christian  ” : “ In 
Prostestant  sects  there  is  no  true  priest,  because  they  reject 
the  Divine  rules  of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Priesthood,  and 
do  not  accept  the  Sacrament  of  Penance  appointed  by 
Christ.  They  deny  the  authority  to  forgive  sins  after  bap- 
tism, which  Christ  gave  to  His  Church,  nor  do  they  accept 
the  Sacrament  of  the  Holy  Eucharist.  By  their  own  author- 
ity they  reject  the  command  of  Christ,  and  make  it  of  no  avail. 
They  are  the  preachers  and  lecturers  of  false  doctrines, 
because  some  of  set  purpose,  and  others  through  ignorance, 
for  worldly  advantage,  have  appointed  themselves  as  such 
and  labour  to  destroy  the  work  of  Christ,  and  to  make  of 
no  avail  those  life-giving  means  which  impart  salvation  to 
the  souls  of  men.”  Not  satisfied  with  that  long  tirade,  he 
further  expands  it  on  p.  96  : — “ They  of  their  own  author- 
ity deny  the  righteousness  of  God,  and  with  this  denial 
include  a lot  of  other  lying  statements.  For  example,  they 
say  that  Catholics  are  idolaters,  that  they  worship  the 
Virgin  Mary,  that  it  is  necessary  to  pray  directly  to  God, 
and  many  other  foolish  things  which  they  know  to  be  false, 
yet  publish  them  abroad  among  ignorant  and  wicked 
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people.  They  make  a copy  of  the  true  religion,  and  deceive 
simple-minded  people  with  the  Word  of  God  which  they 
have  altered,  and  by  means  of  certain  re- 
Rome  says  we  ligious  observances,  from  which  their  here- 
cannot  be  tical  teaching  has  come.  Whoever  knowingly 
saved.  follows  their  lying  tenets,  and  accepts  their 

false  teaching,  is  outside  the  true  righteous- 
ness which  God  has  revealed,  and  cannot  be  saved.  There- 
fore, whoever  of  his  own  fault  is  outside  the  communion  of 
the  Catholic  Church,  and  remains  outside,  it  is  impossible 
for  him  to  be  saved.”  The  above  extracts  contain  some 
very  definite  charges  against  our  clergy  and  their  ministry ; 
those  which  are  true  we  are  ready  to  vindicate ; those 
which  are  false  we  are  ready  to  refute. 

But  Father  Makair  is  still  dissatisfied  with  his  state- 
ment, he  has  still  much  more  to  say  about  our  clergy — they 
are  blind  leaders  of  the  blind — p.  32 : “ All  Protestants 

and  heretics,  who  have  separated  from  the  Church,  have 
rejected  parts  of  the  Creed.  If  they  read  the  Creed  they 
interpret  it  in  such  a way,  and  put  such  a meaning  to  it, 
as  the  Church  never  intended,  and  has 
Rome  says  we  never  received  ; of  such  our  Lord  said, 
are  guided  by  “Woe  unto  you,  ye  blind  leaders.”  And  be- 
devils. cause  we  have  such  leaders  and  teachers  we 

have  all  fallen  into  grievous  error,  both  as 
regards  faith  and  morals.  On  this  point  Father  Vitalis 
remarks  : “ All  the  remaining  sects,  which  call  themselves 

Churches,  because  they  are  guided  by  devilish  spirits,  have 
fallen  into  errors,  which  are  contrary  to  faith  and  morals.” 
— Catechism,  p.  41. 

As  regards  the  Church  our  two  authors  are  very  em- 
phatic that  there  is  only  one,  and  that  is  the  Roman 
Church ; all  other  branches  of  the  Catholic  Church  are 
base  imitations.  See  the  “ True  Christian,”  p.  93:  “There 
is  only  one  true  Church.  In  the  world  there  is  only  one 
steward — whom  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  appointed — to  re- 
veal the  Divine  righteousness,  to  guard,  teach  and  interpret 
it  to  men.  That  steward  is  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.” 
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'Catechism,  p.  47,  “The  Catholic  Church  is  verily  and  in- 
deed the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  any  other  Church  in 
the  world  is  a base  imitation,”  p.  95:  “The  remaining 
Christian  Churches  and  Protestant  sects,  the  Methodists, 
Presbyterians,  etc.,  etc.,  are  merely  man-made  assemblies, 
which  through  pride  and  worldly  desire  have  rebelled 
against  the  true  Church.  Contrary  to  the  Will  of  God,  and 
acting  on  their  own  authority,  they  have  altered  the  Word 
of  God.” 

Then  we  are  assured  that  these  man-made  assemblies 
are  branches  which  have  been  broken  off  from  the  tree  of 
Life,  the  Roman  Church,  and  that  at  last  they  will  all  be 
cast  into  everlasting  fire.  “True  Christian,”  p.  42: — “Some- 
times in  this  world  Satan  and  human  wickedness  and  evil, 
like  insects,  attack  the  branches  of  the  true  Church,  on 
account  of  which  they  wither  up,  and  some- 
Rome  con-  times,  like  dead  wood,  they  are  cut  off  from 
signs  us  to  the  tree,  to  its  great  advantage.  These 
Hell.  insects  are  troublesome  and  heretical  per- 

sons ; the  withered  branches  are  the  sects,  who 
receive  not  the  blood  of  Christ  and  the  Divine  righteous- 
ness, and  because  they  thrive  on  evil  and  wickedness,  there- 
fore are  they  cut  off  and  are  cast  into  the  fire  to  burn  for 
■ever.”  Truly  a delightful  picture  of  the  Churches  of  Eng- 
land and  India  as  drawn  by  these  two  Roman  priests. 

It  is  not  surprising,  if  these  are  really  the  views  of 
Rome  about  the  Reformed  Churches,  that  Pope  Pius  XI 
recently  issued  the  following  statement : “ The  Apostolic 

See  cannot  on  any  terms  take  part  in  any  assembly  having 
for  its  object  meeting  on  equal  terms  with  other  Churches." 
We  would  reply  that  as  long  as  the  Church  of  Rome  con- 
tinues to  hold  such  opinions  about  us  and  our  clergy  as 
have  been  noted  above,  we,  too,  have  no  desire  to  meet  on 
equal  terms  the  priests  and  bishops  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

Having  consigned  us,  our  clergy,  and  our  Church  to 
the  flames  for  ever,  these  two  Fathers  begin  to  sing  the 
praises  of  the  Roman  Church,  of  which  they  are  the 
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authorized  teachers.  They  declare  that  the  Roman  Church 
now  purged  of  its  unworthy  branches,  is  in- 
Rome  says  fallible  in  all  its  teaching.  “The  True  Chris- 
that  separated  tian,”  p.  41,  asserts:  “In  teaching  the 
from  her  we  doctrines  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Church  is 
cannot  be  infallible.  In  all  matters  of  faith  and  morals 
saved.  it  is  impossible  for  her  to  make  a mistake.” 

Apart  from  the  Roman  Church  there  can 
be  no  holiness. — Vide  p.  40:  “The  Church  is  holy;  apart 
from  her  holiness  is  impossible.”  So  that  if  any  one  refuses 
to  accept  her  teaching  and  remains  outside  her  com- 
munion he  cannot  be  saved. — Catechism,  p.  95:  “If  we 
do  not  wholeheartedly  and  faithfully  accept  the  Catholic 
Faith  we  cannot  be  saved.” — p.  45:  “No  man  can  pos- 
sibly be  saved  who  does  not  believe  that  the  Catholic 
Church  is  the  true  Church.” 

The  above  extracts  are  only  some  of  the  many  charges 
which  these  two  Roman  priests  bring  against  our  Church 
and  Clergy  in  India,  and  these  charges  are  endorsed  by 
the  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  of  Lahore.  From  them  we 
may  learn  what  Romanists  think  and  say  about  our  Clergy, 
our  Church,  and  her  Sacraments.  As  Protestants,  refusing 
to  submit  to  the  supremacy  of  Rome  and  the  autocratic 
rule  of  her  priests,  and  deliberately  rejecting  certain  of  her 
doctrines  because  they  are  either  contrary  to  the  teaching 
of  the  Word  of  God,  or  cannot  be  proved  from  that  Word 
to  be  necessary  for  salvation,  there  is  no  hope  for  us  either 
in  this  world  or  the  next.  We  cannot  be  saved ; at  least 
that  is  what  the  Romanists  tell  us.  Their  ravings,  their 
threats,  and  false  charges,  do  not  disturb  our  peace  of  mind, 
or  make  us  at  all  afraid.  We  know  in  whom  we  have 
believed,  Jesus,  the  Son  of  God,  Who,  having  made  atone- 
ment for  our  sins  by  His  death  on  the  cross,  called  us  to 
Himself,  and  received  us  into  His  Church.  The  sacraments 
appointed  by  Him  we  thankfully  receive  and  reverently 
use,  and  by  the  grace  received  in  and  through  them  we 
earnestly  strive  to  follow  the  example  of  holy  living  set  by 
our  Divine  Master 


CHAPTER  XIV 


THE  CHURCH  OF  ROME  AND  THE 
WORD  OF  GOD 

It  was  the  study  of  the  Bible  which  opened  the  eyes 
of  Luther  to  the  great  difference  there  was  between  the 
teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome  and  that  of  the  Apostles, 
and  finally  compelled  him  to  reject  certain  doctrines  of  the 
Church  in  which  he  had  been  baptized  and 
The  study  of  ordained  a priest.  It  was  the  study  of  the 
the  Bible  led  Bible  which  led  to  the  Reformation  in  the 
to  the  Re-  sixteenth  century,  and  it  is  the  study  of  the 
formation.  Bible  which  compels  the  half  of  Christen- 
dom today  to  reject  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  and  refuse  to  hold  communion  with  her. 

So  much  of  the  teaching  of  the  Roman  Church  is 
contrary  to  that  of  the  Bible,  so  many  doctrines,  dogmas, 
and  practices  put  forward  by  the  priests  of  that  Church 
have  no  warrant  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  but  rather  are 
they  repugnant  to  the  same,  that  we  can  quite  well  under- 
stand why  the  priests  do  not  encourage  their  people  to 
read  the  Bible. 

It  is  in  this  matter  of  reading  the  Scriptures  that  we  see 
the  great  difference  in  the  practice  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
and  that  of  the  Reformed  Churches.  The  Protestant 
appeal  is  always  to  the  Holy  Scriptures ; the  Roman 
appeal  is  always  to  the  Church.  Through  the  appeal  to 
Scripture  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  Compulsory  Auri- 
cular Confession  to  a priest,  the  Invocation  of  Saints, 
Indulgences  and  Purgatory,  and  the  Infallibility  of  the 
Bishops  of  Rome,  have  all  been  discarded  as  late  inven- 
tions and  additions  to  the  Faith,  for  which  no  warranty 
of  Scripture  can  be  found. 

If  our  Roman  friends  would  only  produce  good  and 
certain  grounds  out  of  the  sacred  Scriptures  for  the  dogmas 
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about  which  controversy  has  arisen,  the  matter  would  be 
immediately  settled,  but  this  they  are  unwilling  or  unable 
to  do. 

If  the  doctrines  and  practices  of  the  Church  of  Rome 
are  all  based  on  Scripture,  as  the  priests  say,  why  are  the 
priests  so  averse  to  the  lay  people  reading  the  Bible  ? Why 
do  they  object  to  the  Protestant  appeal  to  the  Bible? 
Possibly  St.  John  iii : 19-21  gives  the  true  reason  for  their 
I objection  to  Bible  reading  and  study  : “ The  Light  is 

come  into  the  world,  and  men  loved  the  darkness  rather 
than  the  light ; for  their  works  were  evil.  For  every  one 
that  doth  ill  hateth  the  light,  and  cometh  not  to  the 
light,  lest  his  deeds  should  be  reproved.  But  he  that 
doth  the  truth  cometh  to  the  light,  that  his  works  may  be 
made  manifest,  that  they  have  been  wrought  in  God.”  It 
is  not  surprising  then  that  the  study  of  the  Bible  is  not 
encouraged  in  the  Roman  Church.  In  the  Catechism, 
p.  122,  we  find  this  question  : “ Is  it  necessary  for  Chris- 

tians  to  read  the  Bible  ? ” and  the  answer  is  given : 
“ There  is  no  great  necessity  for  this,  still,  it  is  profitable.” 

As  it  was  through  reading  the  Bible  that  people  de- 
manded  a reformation  in  the  Church  in  the  sixteenth  cen- 
tury, the  Council  of  Trent  took  special  precautions  in  this 
| matter,  and  in  its  fourth  session  ordered  that  if  any  one 
without  a license  presumed  to  read  or  keep 
Rome  dis-  by  him  a translation  of  the  Scriptures,  made 
courages  the  even  by  Catholic  writers,  he  should  not  be 
Study  of  the  allowed  to  receive  absolution  unless  he 
Bible.  should  have  given  up  the  book  to  the 

Bishop. 

In  1720  Cardinal  Bellarmine  wrote  : “ We  maintain 

that  the  Scriptures  ought  not  to  be  read  publicly  in  the 
| vulgar  tongue,  nor  allowed  to  be  read  indifferently  by 
everybody.”  Even  in  this  age  of  enlightenment  and 
scholarship  the  Roman  Church,  that  is,  her  bishops  and 
priests,  strongly  object  to  the  laity  reading  the  Bible  in 
their  own  tongue.  Cardinal  Newman,  denouncing  such 
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translations  wrote  : “ The  translated  Bible  is  the  strong- 

hold of  heresy.”  The  Rev.  T.  Hurley,  an  Irish  priest, 
states  the  present  day  rule  of  the  Roman  Church  in  this 
matter  as  follows  : “ All  translations  made  in  vernacular 

languages  by  non-Catholics,  and  especially  those  made  by 
Bible  Societies,  are  strictly  forbidden.” 

The  Roman  Church  bitterly  opposes  the  work  of  the 
Bible  Societies.  Pope  Pius  VII  issued  a Bull  against  them, 
in  which  he  characterized  their  work  of  circulating  the 
Scriptures  as  “ a crafty  device,  by  which  the  very  founda- 
tions of  religion  are  undermined  ; a pestilence  which  must 
be  remedied  and  abolished,  a defilement  of  the  Faith, 
eminently  dangerous  to  souls,”  from  which  it  appears  that 
the  religion  of  Roman  Catholics  is  not  based  on  the  Scrip- 
tures, hence  their  dread  of  the  widespread  circulation 
and  reading  of  the  Divine  Word.  In  1919  Cardinal 
Merry  del  Val  wrote  that  “ Those  who  wish  to  feed  the 
Holy  Scriptures  to  people  without  any  safeguards  are  also 
upholders  of  free  thinking,  than  which  there  is  nothing 
more  absurd  or  harmful,”  and  then  he  placed  all  editions 
of  Bibles  translated  or  printed  by  Protestants  on  the  Index 
of  Prohibited  Books  which  Roman  Catholics  may  not 
read. 

Romanists  object  to  all  such  translations  of  the  Scrip- 
tures because  they  say  we  have  altered  many  passages  and 
mistranslated  others  to  suit  our  own  purpose,  and  to  teach 
our  own  false  doctrines.  Fr.  Makair,  on  p.  95,  writes  : 
“ Contrary  to  the  will  of  God  they  have,  on  their  own 
authority,  altered  the  Word  of  God.”  This 
Rome  objects  accusation  is  a very  common  one  on  the 
to  the  Trans-  part  of  Romanists,  but  strangely  enough  in 
lated  Bible.  nearly  every  case  they  omit  to  say  which 
passages  we  have  altered.  If  there  really 
are  so  many  wilful  alterations  of  the  true  text,  and  so 
many  mistakes  in  our  translations,  why  do  they  not  point 
them  out  to  us  that  they  may  be  corrected  ? They  would 
then  be  saved  from  the  dangers  they  apprehend  to  their 
Faith  from  these  mistranslations  in  the  Protestant  Bible. 
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It  is  because  of  this  great  danger  that  the  Roman  Church 
forbids  her  people  to  read  such  translations,  at  least  that 
is  what  Fr.  Makair  says  on  p,  122  of  his  Catechism  : 

; “ Why  does  the  Church  forbid  her  people  to  read  Bibles 
not  issued  by  the  Church  ? Because  there  are  many 
mistakes  in  them,  which  are  able  to  injure  the  Catholic 
Faith.” 

If  these  Roman  priests  would  call  to  mind  the  mis- 
takes made  in  their  own  translations  of  the  Scriptures, 
possibly  they  would  not  be  so  ready  to  accuse  others. 
Pope  Sixtus  V,  dissatisfied  with  the  old  translation  of  the 
Vulgate  in  use  at  that  time,  had  what  he  called  “ a correct 
edition  ” made,  which  he  published  with  his  imprimatur 
in  1590.  Pope  Clement  VIII  was  so  dissatisfied  with  this 
“ correct  edition,”  that  in  1592  he  issued  another  with 
many  alterations  and  emendations  ; nine  whole  passages 
which  had  been  omitted  from  the  one  were  included  in  the 
other. 

Unable  to  prevent  people  from  reading  the  English 
Bible  which  had  been  published  by  the  Reformers  in  the 
sixteenth  century,  the  Church  of  Rome  determined  to  publish 
j its  own  version  in  English.  The  Roman  bishops  thought  that 
I a version  prepared  by  themselves  might  stem  the  Reforma- 
tion, by  exposing  what  they  called  “ the  false  and  shameless 
translations,  containing  manifest  and  wilful  corruptions.” 
Their  edition  of  the  New  Testament  was  published  in  1582, 
and  the  complete  Bible  was  issued  in  1609.  This  was  the 
Roman  reply  to  the  editions  of  the  Bible  published  by  the 
Reformers,  but  it  contained  so  many  mistakes  that  the 
third  edition  of  the  Douay  Version  differs  from  the  first 
edition  in  more  than  2,000  places. 

The  Roman  clergy  apparently  do  not  assess  the  intel- 
lectual ability  of  their  laity  very  highly,  for  they  refuse  to 
allow  them  to  read  the  Bible  except  under  their  guidance, 
as  otherwise  even  the  elect  might  be  led  astray.  The  lay- 
man is  not  allowed  to  use  his  God-given  powers  of  know- 
ledge, discrimination,  and  judicial  acumen.  He  must 
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submit  his  intellectual  powers  to  the  domination  of  his 
priest,  who  may  possibly  be  mentally  and  educationally 
his  inferior.  He  has  professed  his  allegiance  to  the  Creed 
of  Pope  Pius  IV,  the  second  article  of  which  reads  : “ I also 
admit  the  holy  Scripture,  according  to  that  sense  which 
our  Holy  Mother  the  Church  has  held  and  does  hold,  to 
which  it  belongs,  to  judge  of  the  true  sense  and  interpreta- 
tion of  the  Scriptures  ; neither  will  I ever  take  and  inter- 
pret them  otherwise  than  according  to  the  unanimous 
consent  of  the  Fathers.”  When  he  pledged  himself  to  that 
he  pledged  himself  to  an  impossible  thing,  for  there  is  not, 
and  never  has  been,  such  a thing  as  “ the  unanimous  consent 
of  the  Fathers.”  St.  Matt,  xvi:  18 — the  most  important 
text  in  the  Bible  for  Roman  Catholics — is  interpreted  in  at 
least  four  different  ways  by  “ the  Fathers,”*  and  when  they 
could  not  come  to  an  “ unanimous  consent  ” on  this 
particular  text,  how  can  we  expect  them  to  be  unanimous 
in  their  exposition  of  still  more  difficult  passages  of 
Scripture  ? 

Our  Roman  Catholic  friends  never  tire  of  telling  us 
that  it  is  the  Church  which  is  the  true  interpreter  of  Holy 
Scripture,  and  by  “ the  Church  ” they  mean  the  pope, 
bishops,  and  priests  of  the  Roman  Church.  They  and 
Th  pnmatl  they  alone  are  the  authorized  teachers  of  the 
Chuixh  is  the  Word  of  God’  and  the  layman’  never  mind 


onlv  Interore-  ^ow  wed  ec*ucated  or  how  gifted  he  may  be, 
f...  . must  meeklv  accept  anything  and  every- 


terofthe  Bible  , . . 

thing  the  priest  asserts  is  the  meaning  of  the 

Word  of  God  ~ ~~ 


As  Fr.  Bruno  says  in  Catholic  Belief,  p.  33, 
“ Catholics  do  well  to  read  and  study  the  Holy  Scriptures, 
but  always  in  a spirit  of  submission  to  the  Catholic  Church, 
so  as  never  to  prefer  their  own  private  view  to  the  known 
interpretation  and  teaching  of  the  Church."  These  duly 
authorized  teachers  of  the  Roman  Church — according  to 
Fr.  Bruno — “ are  divinely  protected  from  teaching  what  is 
false  ” — p.  17 — so  that  not  only  is  the  Pope  of  Rome 


Vide  Chap.  II,  p.  19. 
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infallible,  but  also  all  the  bishops  and  priests  of  that  Church. 
The  absurdity  of  such  a claim  is  too  palpable  to  need  any 
reply,  yet  it  is  endorsed  by  Fr.  J.  C.  Houpert,  a Jesuit 
priest,  who  writes,  “They,  i.e.  the  Bishops,  possess  divinely 
inspired  books,  called  Holy  Writ,  but  those  writings  are  not 
indispensable,  and  their  interpretation  rests  with  the  living 
teachers,  who  cannot  go  wrong.” 


IS  The  priests  so  detest  our  versions  of  the  Scriptures 
11  that  they  will  not  even  allow  their  people  to  swear  an  oath 

I jon  it  in  a court  of  law.  Fr.  Vitalis  says  in  his  True 

II  Christian,  p.  48,  that  “ when  in  a court  of  law  a Christian 
l[  (i.e.,  a Romanist),  has  to  call  on  God  as  a witness  to  vindi- 
11  cate  any  one,  he  must  use  a Catholic  Bible  or  a cross ; he 
y must  never  use  a Protestant  Bible.” 
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They  affirm  that  our  teaching  about  the  Bible  is  en- 
tirely wrong  because  our  hearts  are  filled  with  envy  and 
pride.  Vide  True  Christian,  p.  22  : “ Protestants  injure 
their  own  cause  when  they  teach  that  (1)  only  those  books 
which  are  in  their  Bible  are  the  inspired  Word  of  God,  (2) 
that  it  is  not  necessary  to  believe  any  doctrine  that  does 
not  come  from  the  Bible,  and  that  (3)  every  believer  is  able 
to  interpret  the  meaning  of  the  Bible.  There  is  no  mention 
of  these  three  things  in  the  Bible ; from  where  have  they 
produced  these  doctrines  and  dogmas  ? Merely  from  their 
own  hearts,  which  are  corrupt  through  evil  and  pride.” 


They  warn  their  people  to  be  very  careful  in  using  or 
quoting  the  Bible  in  religious  controversy,  and  insist  that  it 
|must  always  agree  with  the  teaching  of  the  Church.  “ Is  it 
right  to  use  the  Bible  in  religious  controversy?”  is  asked 

The  Bible  must  on  p‘  122  of  the  Catechism-  “ lt  is  a11  riSht 
hp  intpmfptpH  to  do  so>  ^ut  y°u  must  remember  that  it  is 
according  to  °^ten  verT  difficult  to  understand  the  Scrip- 
the  teaching  tures>  and  therefore  the  interpretation  of  the 
of  Rome  ° Bible  must  always  be  according  to  the  teach- 
11  “ ing  of  the  Church.”  Here  again  the  vital 
difference  between  Protestant  and  Romanist  is  seen.  The 
Protestant  says  that  the  teaching  of  the  Church  must  be 
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founded  on  and  in  agreement  with  that  of  the  Bible  : the  111 
Romanist  says,  “ No,  the  Church  is  the  important  thing  ; £™ 
the  Bible  must  be  taught  in  such  a way  that  it  may  agree 
with  the  doctrine  of  the  Church.”  The  all-important  thing.  ^ 
is  that  the  Romanist  should  believe  the  teaching  of  his,  f>' 
Church  ; the  teaching  of  the  Bible  is  of  secondary  impor-  » 
tance  to  this. 

si 

They  emphasize  the  fact  that  our  Lord  did  not  tell  ij 
people  to  read  the  Bible,  conveniently  ignoring  the  fact  g 
that  no  portion  of  the  New  Testament  had  been  written  in  ac 
our  Lord’s  time.  “ No  nation  ever  became  Christian 
through  reading  the  Bible,”  says  Fr.  Makair,  p.  21.  “ Our 

Lord  never  gave  a command  that  in  order  to  obtain  salva-  - 
tion  a man  should  read  the  Bible,  and  that,  in  reading  the  H 
Word  of  God,  he  should  apply  his  own  meaning  to  it.  Our  • 
Lord  never  said  to  his  Apostles  or  to  any  one  else — Take  the  ’ 
Bible,  read  it,  and  if  possible  understand  it,  and  then  you  ^ 
will  obtain  salvation.”  Certainly  our  Lord  never  acted  in  ,f 
this  manner,  but  nevertheless,  in  St.  John  xx:  31.  we  do  ^ 
read  this  : “ These  are  written  that  ye  might  believe  the  ^ 

Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of  God  ; and  that  believing  ye  ^ 
might  have  life  through  his  name.” 

Yet  time  and  again  Roman  Catholics  assert  that  if  w 
Christ  had  intended  His  people  to  learn  His  religion  from  v 
a book,  he  would  have  written  it  Himself,  or  at  least  have  tl 
instructed  His  Apostles  to  write  it,  but  this  He  did  not  do.  li 
To  this  objection  we  would  reply  by  asking  : Are  the  Scrip- 
tures inspired  writings  ? If  so,  who  inspired  the  Apostles  it 
and  Evangelists  to  write  the  books  of  the  New  Testament  ? ^ 
Protestant  and  Romanist  alike  replies  : “ The  Holy  Ghost.” 

Is  then  the  Holy  Ghost  not  God  ? Is  He  not  equal  with  j 
the  Father  and  the  Son  ? If  the  Holy  Ghost  intended  to  ^ 
instruct  men  about  the  Christian  religion  by  means  of  the 
Holy  Scriptures,  which  He  inspired  the  Apostles  to  write,  E 
did  not  Christ,  too,  so  intend  ? We  might  also  add  that  if  it 
Christ  intended  us  to  learn  our  religion  from  the  pope,  He  o 
would  have  instructed  His  Apostles  to  that  effect,  but  we  can  1 
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find  no  mention  in  the  New  Testament  of  the  pope  as  the 
authorized  teacher  of  the  Church. 

The  Roman  Church  boasts  that  she,  and  she  alone,  is 
the  authorized  teacher  and  interpreter  of  Holy  Scripture. 
By  this  she  means  that  her  pope,  bishops,  and  priests  alone 
have  the  right  to  instruct  men  out  of  God’s  Word.  She 
claims  that  in  this  work  of  interpreting  and  teaching  they 
are  infallible  guides : of  this  infallible  guidance  we  give  the 
following  example.  In  1813  an  edition  of  the  Catholic 
Bible,  “explained  and  illustrated  with  valuable  notes, 
according  to  the  interpretation  of  the  Catholic  Church,”  was 
published  with  the  sanction  and  blessing  of  the  Irish 
Roman  Catholic  bishops.  The  notes  attached  to  Matt, 
xiii : 29,  Luke  ix:  55,  Luke  xiv:  23,  2 Tim  iii:  9,  Acts 
xxv : 11,  Rev.  xvii:  6,  recommended  that  heretics,  that 
is,  Protestants,  should  be  summarily  dealt  with,  and  where 
possible  extirpated.  This  book,  sanctioned  and  approved 
by  the  Roman  Catholic  bishops  and  clergy  as  a proper  in- 
terpretation of  Holy  Scripture,  aroused  such  an  agitation 
that  it  was  quickly  withdrawn  from  circulation.  If  these 
infallible  teachers,  the  priests  and  bishops,  believed  that 
these  notes  explaining  the  meaning  of  Scripture  had  been 
really  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  that  they  themselves 
were  authorized  to  teach  such  doctrines,  why  did  they 
withdraw  the  book  from  sale  ? Surely  it  was  a cowardly 
thing  to  do  if  the  Spirit  of  God  had  directed  them  to  de- 
liver such  teaching. 

Fr.  Bruno  claims  for  himself  and  all  other  priests  of 
the  Church  of  Rome  infallibility  in  teaching  the  Scriptures, 

. . and  tells  us  that  they  “are  divinely  pro- 
Roman  Tpnes  s tecte(j  prom  teaching  what  is  false.” — (p.  17). 
are  infallible  j^e  t^en  g oes  on  to  tep  us  that  St.  Matthew’s 
Teachers  ot  Qospei  was  the  first  gospel  committed  to 
Scripture.  writing,  (p.  18)  and  that  St.  Paul  wrote  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews.  Is  there  any  European  scholar 
today,  who  values  his  reputation,  who  would  endorse  either 
of  these  statements  by  this  “infallible”  teacher  of  the  New 
Testament? 
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As  we  have  already  pointed  out  in  Chapter  II,  the  Bible 
of  the  Roman  Church  contains  not  only  the  canonical 
books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  but  also  the  books 
of  the  Apocrypha,  which  the  Jewish  Church  refused  to 
receive  as  inspired.  These  books,  containing  many  weird 
and  incredible  stories,  “have  the  very  same  sanction  and 
authority  that  all  the  books  of  the  New  Testament  have,” 
(Bruno,  p.  14).  By  thus  exalting  the  books  of  the  Apocrypha 
to  the  level  of  Holy  Scripture  the  Roman  Church  has 
departed  from  the  custom  of  the  Catholic  Church,  as 
described  by  St.  Jerome,  who  wrote  that  “the  Church 
doth  read  indeed  the  books  of  Judith  and  Tobias  and  the 
Maccabees  (i.e.,  books  of  the  Apocrypha),  but  doth  not 
receive  them  for  Canonical  Scriptures.”  But  Rome  receives 
them  as  such. 

In  addition  to  these  Apocryphal  books  the  Roman 
Church  teaches  that  “ Holy  Scripture  and  Tradition  are 
both  the  Word  of  God ; neither  can  be  rejected  without 
the  guilt  of  unbelief,” — (Bruno,  p.  16j.  Then  it  is  stated 
that  “ This  divine  Tradition  is  not  liable  to  failure  from 
human  fraud  or  infirmity,  because  it  has  the  security  of 
divine  guardianship ; that  is  to  say,  because  those  whose 
office  it  is  to  keep  alive  this  tradition  are  divinely  protected 
irom  teaching  what  is  false,” — (Bruno,  p.  16;.  It  is  really 
amazing  how  priests  of  the  Roman  Church  go  on  repeat- 
ing such  outrageous  claims,  when  every  student  knows 
how  completely  they  have  been  falsified  by  the  facts  of 
history. 

There  is  still  one  more  statement  in  Bruno's  “Catholic 
Belief”  we  must  refer  to  in  this  connection.  It  can  be  found 
on  p.  35  : “The  faith  of  the  Catholic  Church  agrees  in  a 
wondrous  harmony  with  every  syllable  of  the  Word  ofGod." 
By  Catholic  he  means,  of  course,  the  Church  of  Rome.  Will 
he,  or  any  other  priest  of  that  Church,  kindly  tell  us  in 
what  way  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  or  its  attend- 
ant dogma,  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  agrees  with  the  Word 
of  God  ? The  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  w>as  not 
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taught  in  the  Church  till  the  ninth  century,  and  Scotus, 
the  Roman  Catholic  professor  of  Divinity  of  Oxford,  in 
1301,  says  that  “before  the  Council  ofLateran  Transub- 
stantiation  was  not  an  article  of  faith.”  He  also  states  that 
apart  from  Church  authority  it  cannot  be  proved  from  Holy 
Scripture.  Gabriel  Biel,  the  Roman  Catholic  commenta- 
tor of  the  fifteenth  century,  states:  “How  the  body  of 
Christ  is  in  the  Sacrament  is  not  expressed  in  the  canon  of 
the  Bible.”  If  there  is  any  one  dogma  of  the  Church  of 
Rome  that  is  definitely  contrary  to  the  teaching  of  the  New 
Testament  it  is  that  of  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass.  Article 
XXXI  of  the  Church  of  England  does  not  hesitate  to  say 
that  “ the  sacrifices  of  Masses.  . . . were  blasphemous  fables, 
and  dangerous  deceits,”  and  yet  Fr.  Bruno  blandly 
asks  us  to  believe  him  when  he  assures  us  that  “ the  Faitb 
of  the  Catholic  Church  agrees  in  a wondrous  harmony 
with  every  syllable  of  the  Word  of  God.” 


What  really  is  of  startling  significance  is  the  fact  that 
as  she  is  unable  to  prove  many  of  her  novel  innovations  of 
T H'f  'c  doctrine  and  practice  by  the  Word  of  God, 
thp  nnvurittpn  s^e  ^as  revived  once  again  the  old  Valen- 
W rdofGod11  tanaan  heresy  refuted  by  Irenaeus  in  the 
second  century,  and  now  asserts  that  the 
Bible  does  not  contain  the  whole  revelation  of  God,  but  the 
Roman  Church  possesses  in  the  form  of  Tradition  certain 
revelations  which  are  as  valuable,  if  not  more  so,  than 
those  recorded  in  the  Scriptures,  and  which  are  equally 
deserving  of  veneration.  The  Church,  by  these  Tradi- 
tions, supplements  the  deficiencies  of  Scripture.  Accord- 
ing to  this  theory,  whatever  doctrine  or  practice  the 
Roman  Church  may  now  wish  to  enforce,  even  if  there  is 
no  trace  of  it  in  the  New  Testament,  she  can  do  so  by 
referring  to  the  unwritten  Word  of  God,  to  these  Apostolic 
Traditions  which  she  alleges  the  Apostles  passed  on  to  her 
bishops  by  word  of  mouth.  As  these  teachers  are  infal- 
lible, their  teaching  has  the  same  importance  as  that  of  the 
Hew  Testament. 
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By  thus  appealing  to  Tradition,  or  as  they  call  it,  the 
unwritten  Word  of  God,  Roman  Catholics  have  departed 
from  the  practice  of  the  Catholic  Church  and  the  rule 
laid  down  by  the  Fathers  of  the  Primitive  Church.  Their 
appeal  was  always  to  the  Scriptures,  and  for  the  establish- 
ing of  their  doctrine  they  appealed  only  to  the  Word  of 
God,  as  containing  all  things  necessary  to  salvation ; they 
made  no  appeal  to  any  unwritten  Word  of  God,  as  appears 
from  the  following  extracts  from  their  writings. 

The  great  Augustine  wrote : “ In  those  things  which 
are  laid  down  plainly  in  the  Scriptures,  all  those  things 
Th  F are  found  which  appertaineth  to  faith  and 

rejected  direction  of  life.”  He  further  states:  “We 

Tradition  and  receive  not  the  disputations  or  writings  of 
annealed  nnlv  anY  man>  be  they  never  so  Catholic  or 
^ praiseworthy,  as  we  receive  the  canonical 
" ' Scriptures.” — (Aug.  ad  Fortunat.  Ep.  III.) 

Cyril,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  wrote : “ The  holy  Scripture 

is  sufficient  to  make  them  which  are  brought  up  in  it  wise 
and  most  approved,  and  furnished  with  much  understand- 
ing,” and  “That  which  the  holy  Scriptures  hath  not  said,, 
by  what  means  should  we  receive  and  account  it  among 
those  things  which  are  true  ? ” Theodoret  bears  the  same 
witness : “ By  the  holy  Scripture  alone  am  I persuaded.  I am 
not  so  bold  as  to  affirm  anything  which  the  Sacred  Scrip- 
ture passeth  in  silence.  We  ought  not  to  seek  those  things 
which  are  passed  in  silence,  but  rest  in  the  things  that  are 
written."  Athanasius  wrote : “ The  holy  Scriptures,  given 
by  inspiration  of  God,  are  of  themselves  sufficient  to  the 
discovery  of  truth.”  Basil,  Jerome,  and  Eusebius,  while 
emphasizing  the  importance  of  the  Scriptures  as  a court 
of  final  appeal,  are  strongly  averse  to  appealing  to  any 
other  authority,  such  as  an  “ unwritten  word  ” or  tradi- 
tion, but  the  Roman  Church  entirely  disregards  their 
warning,  and  acts  directly  contrary  to  their  instruction. 
Basil,  Bishop  of  Caeseria,  wrote  : “ Believe  those  things 

which  are  written  ; the  things  which  are  not  written,  seek 
them  not.  It  is  a manifest  falling  from  the  faith,  and  an  argu- 
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ment  of  arrogance,  either  to  reject  any  point  of  those 
things  that  are  written,  or  to  bring  in  any  of  those  things 
says  : “ As  we  deny  not  those  things  that  are  written,  so 

that  are  not  written.”  Jerome,  disputing  with  Helvidius, 
we  refuse  those  things  that  are  not  written,”  and  Eusebius 
Pamphili  teaches  : “ Believe  the  things  that  are  written ; 

the  things  that  are  not  written,  neither  think  upon,  nor 
enquire  after.”  Chrysostom  teaches  the  same  : “ Christ 

commandeth  that  whoso  will  have  the  assurance  of  true 
faith  seek  to  nothing  else  but  unto  the  Scriptures.” 
— (Chrysos.  Horn.  49). 

Fr.  Bruno  warns  us  not  to  rely  on  the  “written  Word 
of  God  by  itself,  for  without  the  help  of  Tradition  it  would 
always  leave  ....  true  religion  a problem  unsolved,” 
(p.  24).  “Tradition  is  to  us  more  clear  and  safe”  than  the 
written  Word  of  God,  (p.  21),  and  “Tradition,  without 
Holy  Scripture,  sufficed  for  many  years  and  could  still 
suffice.  But  Holy  Scripture  has  never  sufficed  by  itself,” 
(p.  23).  By  the  above  statements  the  reverend  father 
implies  that  the  Roman  Church  can  get  on  very  well  with- 
out the  Word  of  God,  as  it  has  a more  reliable  teacher  in 
Apostolic  and  ecclesiastical  tradition,  which  for  the  Roman 
Catholic  is  a more  clear  and  safe  guide  than  Holy  Scrip- 
ture. 

So  at  length  we  arrive  at  this  conclusion.  The  Roman 
Catholic  accepts  the  Bible,  but  only  so  far  as  its  teach- 
ing agrees  with  that  of  the  Roman  Church,  i.e.  the  popes 
and  bishops,  with  their  assistants  the  priests.  These  pos- 
sess another  source  of  information,  the  unwritten  Word  off 
God  or  Tradition,  which  is  of  more  value  than  the  written 
Word  of  God ; with  this  they  can  establish  any  doctrine 
they  care  to  advance,  for  no  one  but  themselves  knows 
what  this  unwritten  Word  of  God  really  is. 

Compare  with  all  these  wild  statements  and  claims 
that  made  by  the  Bishops  of  the  Church  of  India,  Burma, 
and  Ceylon,  assembled  in  Synod  on  11th  February,  1928: 
— “ We  have  received  His  witness,  i.e.  the  Holy  Spirit’s 
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■witness,  in  the  Canonical  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New 
Testaments,  and  recognize  those  Scriptures  as  living 
oracles  of  God,  and  as  of  supreme  authority  in  all  matters 
concerning  the  salvation  of  men.”  For  the  attitude  of  the 
■Church  of  England  towards  the  Word  of  God  the  Articles 
of  Religion  VI  and  VII  at  the  end  of  the  Book  of  Common 
Prayer  may  be  consulted. 


CHAPTER  XV 

THE  MUTILATION  OF  THE  WORD  OF  GOD 
BY  THE  ROMAN  CHURCH 

The  priests  of  Rome  often  charge  us  with  wilfully 
mistranslating  and  altering  the  Word  of  God  in  order  to 
win  converts.  Fr.  Vitalis,  in  his  book  “The  True  Chris- 
tian,” p.  95,  writes  : “ Contrary  to  the  Will  of  God  they 

have,  on  their  own  authority,  altered  the  Word  of  God;” 
and  because  we  do  not  receive  the  Apocryphal  Books  as 
inspired  and  canonical,  on  p.  20  he  says  that  we  have  cut 
up  and  dissected  the  books  of  the  Bible  just  as  we  pleased. 
We  have  done  nothing  of  the  sort,  but  have  followed  the 
custom  of  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  of  which  we 
are  loyal  members.  Neither  our  Lord  or  the  Jewish 
Church  treated  the  books  of  the  Apocrypha  as  inspired 
and  canonical,  nor  were  they  so  received  by  the  Primitive 
Church.  The  Councils  of  Hippo  and  Carthage,  quoted 
by  Roman  Catholics  as  having  received  the  Apocrypha  as 
Scripture,  were  small  local  Councils,  attended  by  very 
few  bishops,  and  they  certainly  had  no  authority  to  legis- 
late in  this  matter  for  the  whole  Church. 

We  emphatically  deny  that  we  have  altered  or  mis- 
translated any  passage  of  Scripture  to  suit  our  own  pur- 
pose, and  would  draw  attention  to  the  way  in  which  the 
Church  of  Rome,  the  “ sole  authorized  guardian,  inter- 
preter, and  teacher  of  the  Word  of  God,”  mutilates, 
suppresses,  or  ignores  that  Divine  Word,  and  teaches, 
doctrine  that  is  contrary  to  the  Scriptures.  Let  us  look 
at  a few  passages  and  see  how  the  Church  of  Rome  treats 
the  Word  of  God,  and  the  charge  made  by  Fr.  Vitalis 
that  we  have  cut  up  and  mutilated  the  Scriptures  will  be 
seen  to  recoil  on  his  own  head,  as  Rome  stands  convicted 
of  the  very  things  she  so  unjustly  accuses  us  of  doing. 

1.  Exodus  xx  : 1-17. — Here  we  have  a list  of 
the  Ten  Commandments,  given  by  God  through  Moses, 
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for  the  instruction  and  guidance  of  His  people  for  all  time. 
V.  4 — 6 reads  as  follows  : “ Thou  shalt  not  make  unto 

thee  a graven  image,  nor  the  likeness  of  any  form  that  is  in 
heaven  above,  or  that  is  in  the  earth  beneath,  or  that  is  in 
the  water  under  the  earth  ; thou  shalt  not  bow  down  thyself 

unto  them,  nor  serve  them This  is  the  second 

of  the  Ten  Commandments,  but  in  the  list  of  them  given 
in  the  “ True  Christian,”  p.  45,  and  in  the  Catechism,  pp.  4 
and  59,  and  in  fact  in  all  such  books  of  religious  instruc- 
tion published  in  the  vernacular  by  Roman  Catholics 
throughout  India,  this  second  command- 
Rome  omits  ment  of  God  is  ignored  and  deliberately 

the  Second  excluded,  yet  the  total  number  printed 

Command-  makes  ten.  The  priests  are  aware  that 
ment.  every  Christian  in  India  knows  well  that 

God  gave  ten  commandments,  and  if  they 
print  only  nine  people  will  at  once  ask  why  they  have 
omitted  the  second.  Not  wishing  to  answer  such  an  awk- 
ward question,  on  their  own  authority  they  have  printed 
ten  commandments,  by  inventing  one,  number  nine, 
which  reads : “ Thou  shalt  not  desire  a strange  woman.” 

The  number  ten  is  now  complete,  no  questions  will  be 
asked  about  the  omission  of  the  second,  and  the  Roman 
priests  can  go  on  putting  images  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and 
of  the  saints  in  their  churches,  and  teaching  their  “ true 
Christians  ” to  bow  down  to  them,  a thing  expressly  for- 
bidden by  the  second  commandment. 

These  “ authorized  teachers  of  religion,"  the  Roman 
priests,  teach  their  people  that  there  is  no  need  of  this  com- 
mandment, as  it  is  included  in  the  first.  Are  these  priests 
wiser  than  God  ? God  thought  it  was  necessary ; Moses 
thought  it  was  necessary ; the  prophets  thought  it  was 
necessary ; the  great  Head  of  the  Church,  Jesus  Christ, 
thought  it  was  necessary  ; but  the  Roman  Church  and  its 
priests  know  better  than  God,  and  say  and  teach  that  it  is 
not  necessary,  and  they  refuse  to  print  it  in  their  books  of 
instruction,  so  that  Indian  Christians,  ignorant  of  the  true 
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Word  of  God,  go  on  breaking  the  second  Commandment 
of  God  by  bowing  down  before  images  at  the  instigation 
of  their  priests. 

The  second  commandment  is  not  included  in  the  first ; 
it  is  an  entirely  separate  command.  The  first  says  that 
we  are  to  believe  in  only  one  God  ; the  second  says  that 
we  are  not  to  worship  Him  under  the  form  of  any  image. 
The  first  commandment  prohibits  polytheism,  the  second 
prohibits  idolatry. 

2.  In  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century  Fr. 

Keenan’s  Controversial  Catechism  was  widely  used. 
On  p.  136  the  question  is  asked : “ Should  we  honour 

the  saints  and  angels,”  to  which  an  affirmative  answer  is 
given,  and  also  an  example  of  such  worship  : — “ St.  John 

fell  down  to  adore  before  the  feet  of  the 
Fr.  Keenan  angel,”  and  the  reference,  Rev.  xxii : 8,  is 
deliberately  given.  But  Fr.  Keenan  deliberately  omits  to 
misleads  his  quote  v.  9,  where  such  worship  is  forbidden 
readers.  by  the  angel  himself.  “ See  thou  do  it  not, 

(said  the  angel),  for  I am  thy  fellow  servant, 
and  of  thy  brethren  the  prophets,  and  of  them  which  keep 
the  sayings  of  this  book : worship  God.”  Nor  does  Fr. 
Keenan  quote  Col.  ii  : 18.  in  which  St.  Paul  distinctly 
forbids  the  worship  of  angels.  This  is  a deplorable  ex- 
ample of  a deliberate  attempt  on  the  part  of  a Roman 
priest  to  mislead  his  people  by  suppressing  the  truth,  and 
yet  we  are  told  that  they  are  divinely  protected  from  lead- 
ing their  people  astray. 

3.  In  refusing  to  give  the  chalice  to  laymen  in  the 

Holy  Communion  the  Roman  Church  disregards  the 
clearly  expressed  wish  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  will  not  allow 
His  followers  to  obey  His  command.  In  St.  Matt,  xxvi : 
27,  our  blessed  Lord,  when  appointing  the  Sacrament  of 
the  Lord’s  Supper,  said  to  His  disciples  : “ Drink  ye  all 

of  this.”  In  St.  Mark  xiv  : 23,  St.  Luke  xxii : 20  and  1 
Cor.  x : 25-28  we  read  that  Christ  gave  the  Cup  to  all  of 
His  disciples,  and  they  all  drank  of  it.  The  commandment 
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of  Christ  is  quite  clear  : “ Drink  ye  all  of  this.”  The 

custom  of  the  Catholic  Church  for  twelve  centuries  is  also 
clear  ; the  Cup  was  always  given  in  the  Holy  Communion 
after  the  bread,  and  all  drank  from  it.  The  Greek  and 
all  other  Churches  always  administered  the  Cup  as  Christ 
ordained  ; but  the  Roman  Church  is  wiser  than  Jesus 
Christ,  and  affirms  that  the  Cup  is  not  necessary  as  Christ 
is  present  in  the  consecrated  bread  ; and  so  she  refuses  to 
give  the  Cup  to  the  laity,  although  Christ  ordered  it  to  be 
given.  The  Eucharist  of  the  Roman  Church  becomes 
only  a mutilated  sacrament  owing  to  this  wilful  disregard 
of  Christ’s  wish  and  order. 

4.  In  Timothy  ii : 5 it  is  written:  “There  is 
one  God,  and  one  Mediator  between  God  and  man,  the 
man  Christ  Jesus.”  The  Bible  says  very 
Rome  teaches  clearly  one  Mediator,  and  one  only,  the 
that  there  are  man  Christ  Jesus,  and  so  the  apostles 
more  Mediators  taught  and  preached.  See  Acts  ii : 36-38, 
than  Jesus  Acts  iv : 10-12,  Acts  v : 31,  Acts  x : 38- 

Christ.  43,  Acts  xvi : 30-31,  I John  ii  : 1.  But 

what  is  the  teaching  and  practice  of  the 
Church  of  Rome  ? The  VII  Article  of  the  Creed  of 
Pope  Pius  IV  states  that  “The  Saints  reigning  together 
with  Christ  are  to  be  honoured  and  invocated,  and  that 
they  offer  prayers  to  God  for  us.”  On  8th  December,  1864, 
Pope  Pius  IX  sent  out  an  Encyclical  Letter  to  the  bishops 
of  the  Roman  Church,  in  which  we  read : “ In  order  that 

God  may  accede  more  easily  to  your  and  our  prayers  . . . 
let  us  employ  in  all  confidence  as  our  Mediatrix  with  Him 
the  Virgin  Mary,  Mother  of  God  . . . who  allows  herself  to 
be  entreated  of  all,  and  shows  herself  most  clement  to  all, 
and  sitting  as  Queen  upon  the  right  hand  of  her  only  be- 
gotten Son  . . . there  is  nothing  which  she  cannot  obtain 
from  Him.”  So  that  contrary  to  the  teaching  of  the  Word 
of  God,  the  Church  of  Rome  instructs  her  children  to  pray 
to  saints,  martyrs,  and  the  Virgin  Mary,  as  “ they  offer 
prayers  to  God  for  us,”  and  are  mediators  with  Him. 
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Rome  says 
that  a man 


if  he  only 
steals  as  much 
as  he  needs. 


5.  In  Exodus  xx : 1 5 it  is  written : “ Thou  shalt 

not  steal.'1  That  is  God's  command;  it  is  also  the  order 
of  the  Government.  One  would  have 
thought  that  every  single  person  knows 
. . , , that  stealing  is  wrong,  is  a sin,  but  what 

62  does  Fr.  Vitalis  say  in  his  Catechism,  p.  69  ? 
He  asks:  “When  any  really  poor  man 
takes  the  property  of  any  one  else,  does  he 
steal  ?”  This  is  his  answer : “ That  person 
does  not  steal  if  he  only  takes  as  much  as  he  needs. 7 In 
this  he  was  only  following  the  chief  Roman  authority  on 
morals,  Liguori,  who  was  canonized  and  made  a “ Doctor 
of  the  Church,”  so  there  can  be  no  error  in  his  theo- 
logical teaching.  From  his  writings  the  following  extract 
is  taken:  “A  man  in  great  need  may  steal  what  is 
necessary  for  the  relief  of  his  own  want,  and  what  a man 
may  steal  for  himself  he  may  also  steal  for  any  other  very 
destitute  person ; any  one  trying  to  prevent  such  a theft 
may  be  lawfully  killed  by  the  thief.”  This  was  first  pro- 
pounded by  the  Jesuit  Busembaum,  it  was  endorsed  by 
Liguori,  and  is  now  taught  by  the  priests  to  their  followers 
in  North  India.  That  may  be  the  interpretation  of  the 
Law  of  God  by  the  Roman  Church,  but  it  certainly  is  not 
that  of  the  Government,  or  of  the  general  public.  We 
may  be  very  sorry  for  the  poor  man  who  steals,  and  not 
wish  to  punish  him ; but  if  he  has  taken  anything  belong- 
ing to  another  man  without  his  knowledge  or  permission 
he  is  a thief,  and  there  is  no  other  word  for  it  in  spite  of 
the  priests’  denial.  This  deliberate  disregard  of  the  com- 
mandments of  God  by  the  Roman  Church  is  explained  by 
Cardinal  Gusanus  when  he  writes  : “The  commandments 
of  Christ  are  not  commandments  unless  they  be  so  allowed 
by  the  Church.”  According  to  this  the  Roman  Church 
has  more  authority  in  the  world  than  Jesus  Christ. 


6.  In  Exodus  xx  ; 13  we  read:  “Thou  shalt  do 
no  murder,”  yet  in  spite  of  this  Command  of  God  the 
Roman  Church  has  never  cancelled  or  withdrawn  the 
laws  she  issued  ordering  the  extermination  of  all  heretics. 
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The  Bull  of  Pope  Urban  II,  1088-1099,  is  still  the  law 
of  the  Church  of  Rome,  viz- — “Anyone  may  kill  an 
excommunicated  person,  when  the  motive  is  zeal  for  the 
Church.  We  do  not  account  them  as  murderers  who, 
burning  with  zeal  for  their  Catholic  Mother  against 
excommunicated  persons,  have  happened  to  slay  some  of 
them,”  and  as  late  as  1910  Fr.  A.  Lepicier  in  his  book 
“ De  Stabilitate  et  Progressu  Dogmatis”  endorses  the 
teaching  that  the  Church  has  the  right  to  put  to  death  all 
heretics.  Happily  the  Church  of  Rome  is  unable  to 
enforce  her  teaching  on  this  point. 

7.  In  order  to  honour  Mary  Roman  commentators 
have  deliberately  altered  the  Scriptures  and  twisted  their 
meaning  to  suit  their  own  purposes.  Cardinal  Bonaven- 
ture  prepared  a Psalter  of  the  Virgin  on  the  basis  of  the 
Psalter,  but  wherever  the  name  of  God  occurred  he  sub- 
stituted for  it  the  name  of  Mary.  For  example,  Psalm  i: 
1.  “Blessed  is  the  man  that  loveth  thy  name,  Virgin 
Mary,  thy  grace  shall  strengthen  his  heart.” 


Psalm  ii : 1-2. — “ Why  do  the  heathen  rage,  and  im- 


Rome  has 
deliberately 
altered  the 
Psalter. 

unto  your  souls. 


agine  vain  things  against  us  ? Let  thy  right 
hand  protect  us,  Mother  of  God ; as  a 
terrible  sword  confounding  and  destroying 
them.  Come  unto  her,  all  ye  that  labour 
and  are  heavy  laden : and  she  will  give  rest 


Psalm  cxlviii. — “ Oh  praise  our  Lady  of  heaven : 
praise  her  in  the  height.  Praise  her,  all  ye  men  and 
beasts  . . . Praise  her,  sun  and  moon  . . . Praise  her, 
Cherubim  and  Seraphim.”  This  Psalter  was  published  in 
Rome,  and  bore  the  imprimatur  of  the  Papal  authorities. 


Another  example  is  that  of  the  commentary  cn  the 
Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  by  Liguori.  This  commentary 
was  formally  sanctioned  by  Cardinal  Wiseman  and 
Cardinal  Manning.  Liguori  comments  as  follows:  “ Mary, 
says  S.  Antoninus,  is  that  throne  of  Grace  to  which  the 
Apostle  Paul  exhorts  us  to  fly  with  confidence,  that  we 
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XXX 

Rome  allows 
a man  to 
break  a vow 
made  to  a 
Protestant. 


may  obtain  the  divine  mercy,  and  all  the  help  that  we 
need  for  our  salvation.” 

8 Eccles.  v:  4;  Deut.  xxiii:  21-23;  Numb* 

2-  The  Scriptures  impress  upon  us  the  sacredness 
of  an  oath,  whether  it  be  made  to  God  or 
to  man ; that  an  oath  should  be  taken 
reverently,  sincerely  and  faithfully,  and  be 
religiously  observed ; that  it  should  be 
strictly  kept,  even  if  we  have  to  suffer  in 
consequence  ; but  the  Church  of  Rome 
teaches  differently.  As  to  oaths,  even  of  the  most  stringent 
kind,  Liguori  says  : “ Let  them  be  ever  so  valid,  they 

can  be  relaxed  by  the  Church.”  Popes  have  absolved 
subjects  from  the  allegiance  they  have  sworn  to  their 
rulers,  and  the  history  of  the  Papacy  supplies  many  in- 
stances of  such  treachery  and  violation  of  oaths.  No 
reliance  can  be  placed  on  the  oath  of  a Romanist  made  to 
a Protestant,  for  the  Roman  Canon  Law  states  that  “ an 
oath  taken  against  ecclesiastical  interests  does  not  bind.” 
A decree  of  Pope  Gregory  VII  reads  : “No  one  is  obliged 
to  keep  faith  with  excommunicated  persons,”  and  Pope 
Innocent  III  stated  : “ Faith  is  not  to  be  kept  with  him 

who  does  not  keep  faith  with  God.” 

A horrible  example  of  this  disregard  of  the  sacredness 
of  an  oath  by  the  Roman  Church  is  that  of  the  burning  of 
John  Hus,  who  was  called  to  attend  the  Council  of  Con- 
stance, and  though  given  a sacred  promise  by  the  Emperor 
that  no  harm  should  happen  to  him,  was  seized,  and  by 
the  order  of  the  Council  burned  at  the  stake.  The  Coun- 
cil excused  its  conduct  in  the  following  words:  “The 
said  John  Hus,  by  obstinately  impugning  the  orthodox 
faith,  forfeited  all  safe-conduct  and  privileges,  and  no  faith 
or  promise  was  to  be  kept  with  him  ....  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  Catholic  Faith.” 


Pope  Calixtus  III,  in  1457,  declared  that  the  pope  was 
not  bound  by  any  Concordat  or  promise  that  he  had  made, 
as  no  agreement  could  limit  his  authority.  The  theory  is 
that  as  every  one  is  the  subject  of  the  pope,  and  as  the  pope 
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is  supreme,  he  may  retract  any  promise,  and  if  he  fulfils 
a promise  it  is  only  because  of  his  condecension,  and  not 
because  he  is  bound  so  to  do.  In  1648  Innocent  X,  in  his 
Bull,  denounced  the  Peace  of  Westphalia  and  declared 
it  to  be  “ null  and  void,  and  of  no  effect  or  authority 
for  past,  present,  or  future”;  and  stated  that  no  one,  though 
he  had  sworn  to  observe  the  Peace,  is  bound  to  keep  his 
oath.  The  Peace  had  allowed  to  Protestants  the  right  to 
worship  according  to  their  conscience,  and  gave  them 
admission  to  civil  employment,  hence  the  fulminations  of 
the  pope. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  the  “ Sacro  Arsenale,” 
a book  issued  by  the  officers  of  the  Inquisition  in  1665 : 
“ A true  Christian  is  bound  to  denounce  heretics,  even  if 
he  has  promised,  pledged  his  faith,  and  sworn  to  them 
not  to  disclose  them  ; such  promise  or  oath  being  of  no 
force  or  obligation.”  It  is  clear  from  the  above  examples 
that  no  reliance  may  be  placed  on  the  promise  made  by 
a Roman  Catholic  to  a Protestant,  even  a promise  sealed 
with  an  oath,  if  the  fulfilment  of  the  promise  would,  in 
any  way,  cause  trouble,  inconvenience  or  loss  to  the  Rom- 
anist. 


9.  Roman  Catholics  have  no  hesitation  in  altering 
and  adding  to  the  W ord  of  God  to  further  their  own  interest 
and  to  propagate  their  religion.  In  a French  New  Testa- 
ment may  be  found  these  amazing  translations  : — 

1 Cor.  iii : 15. — “ He  himself  shall  be  saved,  yet  in  all 
cases  as  by  the  fire  of  Purgatory .” 


Rome  has 
deliberately 
mistranslated 
the  Word  of 
God. 


1 Tim.  iv  : 1. — “Now  the  Spirit  speaketh 
expressly,  that  in  the  latter  days  some  will 
separate  themselves  from  the  Roman  Faith.” 

Acts  xii : 2. — “ Now,  as  they  offered 
unto  the  Lord  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass.” 


1 John  v : 7. — “ There  is  a sin  that  is  not  mortal,  but 
venial .” 
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These  translations,  and  others  like  them,  caused  such 
an  outburst  of  indignation  that  the  edition  was  withdrawn 
from  sale. 

10.  Rome  makes  a difference  in  the  sins  committed 
by  her  members  ; some  she  pronounces  venial,  and  others 
are  mortal.  We  can  find  no  trace  of  such  a distinction  in 
the  Bible.  Fr.  Vitalis  asks,  p.  72,  “ Is  lying  a big  sin,  or 
a little  one  ?”  and  replies  ; “ Oftentimes  the  telling  of  a lie 
is  only  a small  sin,  but  if  by  telling  a lie  we  greatly  harm 
another  person,  then  it  is  a great  sin.”  Pages  81-85  of  his 
book  are  devoted  to  showing  the  difference  between  venial 
and  mortal  sins.  Fr.  Makair  uses  pp.  77-83  of  his  book 
for  the  same  object,  all  of  which  seems  to  us  to  be  merely 
wasted  labour.  The  Scripture  is  quite  clear  about  sins : 
“ The  wages  of  sin  is  death ; the  soul  that  sinneth  it  shall 
die”;  “ Whosoever  shall  keep  the  whole  law,  and  yet  stumble 
in  one  point,  he  is  become  guilty  of  all.  For  he  that  said, 

‘ Do  not  commit  adultery,’  said  also,  ‘ Do  not  kill.’  ” Sin  is 
sin,  and  the  Word  of  God  has  nothing  to  say  as  to  whether 
a sin  is  a small  one  or  a big  one.  That  distinction  was 
created  by  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  without  any  author- 
ity derived  from  the  Bible. 

These  are  only  a very  few  of  the  many  instances 
which  might  be  given,  but  they  serve  to  illustrate  what 
was  written  in  the  beginning  of  this  chapter,  that  Rome 
does  not  hesitate  to  deliberately  alter,  mutilate,  or  mis- 
translate the  Word  of  God  in  order  to  propagate  her  own 
views  of  the  Christian  religion. 


CHAPTER  XVI 


THE  INFALLIBLE  CHURCH  AND  HER 
INFALLIBLE  GUIDE 


Rome  has  to 

retire 

Defeated. 


Unable  to  maintain  her  claims  to  supremacy  by  an 
appeal  to  the  Word  of  God,  the  Church  of  Rome  fell  back 
on  Tradition  and  the  unanimous  consent 
of  the  Fathers  as  a second  line  of  defence. 
Here  again  she  met  defeat,  for  she  was 
unable  to  produce  from  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers  the  evidence  necessary  to  vindicate  her  claims ; 
rather  they  were  refuted  by  the  statements  and  teaching 
of  those  early  leaders  of  the  Church.  So  another  with- 
drawal had  to  be  made,  and  a refuge  was  sought  in  the 
decisions  and  decrees  of  Church  Councils.  These,  however, 
were  found  to  be  unsatisfactory,  as  it  was  discovered  that 
Councils  had  issued  contradictory  decrees,  that  practices 
now  common  in  the  Church  had  been  condemned  by 
Councils,  and  that  doctrines  now  held  to  be  vital  were 
unknown  in  the  time  of  the  first  six  General  Councils. 


Discomfited  by  these  successive  defeats  and  forced 
retirements,  the  authorities  of  the  Church  of  Rome  earnestly 
sought  for  some  other  place  of  refuge,  and  without  giving 
the  subject  all  the  time  and  thought  which  ought  to 
have  been  given,  decided  to  fall  back  on  its  last  line  of 
defence,  and  accordingly  with  a great  flourish  of  trumpets, 
but  with  very  grave  misgivings  and  vigorous  opposition 
on  the  part  of  many,  the  Infallibility  of  the  Pope 
was  solemnly  decreed  on  18th  July,  1870,  and  it  was  hoped 
that  this  dogma  would  save  the  Church  of  Rome. 

Having  decreed  this  new  dogma,  the  bishops  and 
their  assistants  the  priests  became  still  more  voluble  and 
emphatic  in  their  claims  for  their  Church.  This  may  be 
seen  in  the  following  statements  made  by  Fr.  Makair  in 
his  “ True  Christian  ” : “ In  the  world  there  is  only  one 
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Church  appointed  by  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  which  may 
guard,  teach  and  explain  the  Divine  righteousness  revealed 
for  men.  That  Church  is  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. ” 
— (p.  93.)  “ The  knowledge  of  true  righteousness  is  granted 
to  the  true  Christian  through  the  Catholic  Church,  which 
is  an  infallible  teacher,  i.e.,  by  means  of  the  pope,  who  is 
our  spiritual  father  and  the  successor  of  St.  Peter,  and 
by  means  of  the  bishops,  who  are  the  successors  of  the 
Apostles,  whom  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  himself  instructed.” 
— (P.19).  Not  satisfied  with  lauding  his  Church  in  this  way, 
he  next  proceeds  to  cast  stones  at  his  Protestant  brethren  : 
“ The  remaining  Christian  Churches  and  Protestant  sects 
are  merely  men-made  clubs  or  associations,  which,  on 
their  own  authority,  deny  the  righteousness  of  God,  and  with 
their  denial  include  many  other  lying  stories.” — (P.  95). 


Then  Fr.  Vitalis  takes  up  the  tale,  and  in  his 
Catechism  emphasizes  the  authority  and  infallibility  of  the 
popes,  and  the  duty  of  every  faithful  Romanist  to  listen 
to  their  teaching  : “ Which  is  the  teaching  Church,  and 

who  are  the  honoured  men  appointed  by  God  to  teach 
revealed  truth  ? All  the  bishops,  with  the  pope,  whether 
separately  or  unitedly  in  Council.” — (p.  121).  He  then 
asks  : “ Why  can  not  the  pope  make  any  mistake  when 
instructing  Christians  ? and  replies  : “ He  cannot  possibly 
make  a mistake,  because  when  the  pope  instructs  the 
Church  about  Faith  and  Morals,  by  the  special  promise 
of  Christ,  he  is  infallible.” 

This  claim  for  the  infallibility  of  the  pope  was  only 
decreed  in  1870,  by  the  Vatican  Council,  and  today 
every  Roman  Catholic  has  to  profess  his  belief  that — 


The  Church  ( a ) The  Church,  expressing  her 

f r>  mind  through  decisions  and  decrees  of 

l^rtn  . Church  Councils,  is  infallible. 

Infallible  (®)  The  P°Pes>  when  speaking  ex 

cathedra,  are  infallible  when  defining 
doctrine  regarding  Faith  and  Morals. 
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Does  history  endorse  these  claims  ? We  would  first 
ask  how  the  Church  carried  on  during  the  first  three 
hundred  years  of  her  existence?  The  first  General 
Council  did  not  meet  till  A.  D.  325.  If  the  Church  was 
really  dependent  upon  the  decisions  of  Councils  for 
guidance  and  spiritual  teaching,  how  did  the  Christians 
living  in  the  period  between  the  ascension  of  Christ  and 
A.  D.  325  get  on  ? Of  course  the  reply  is  given  that 
“ The  Bishops  of  Rome  during  that  time  instructed  the 
whole  Church,”  but  history  shows  that  up  to  the  time  of 
the  Council  of  Nicaea,  A.  D.  325,  the  Church  of  Rome 
exercised  very  little  influence  in  the  affairs  of  the  Catholic 
Church.  Aeneas  Sylvanus,  who  became  Pope  Pius  II, 
1458,  has  left  on  record  that  “ Prior  to  the  time  when  the 

Council  of  Nicaea  was  convened little  deference  was 

paid  to  the  Church  of  Rome.”  From  A.  D.  325  began 
the  period  of  the  Councils,  and  Roman  Catholics  claim 
that  the  Church  has,  by  means  of  the  decrees  of  these 
Councils,  acted  as  an  infallible  Guide  to  the  World.  We 
can  only  reply  that  the  proceedings  of  some 
Councils  are  of  the  Councils  do  not  make  pleasant  read- 
not  Infallible,  ing  for  the  devout  Christian.  The  decrees 
passed  at  these  Councils  were  certainly  not 
received  by  all  Christians  as  infallible,  for  in  many  cases 
they  were  disputed  ; in  some  cases  they  were  entirely  re- 
jected or  altered  or  withdrawn  by  later  Councils.  Where 
they  were  received  it  was  because  they  could  be  proved 
from  Holy  Scripture,  and  not  merely  because  they  had 
been  passed  by  a Council. 

The  Church  of  England  has  stated  her  attitude  to- 
wards Councils  of  the  Church  in  Article  XXI  : “ General 

Councils (forasmuch  as  they  be  an  assembly  of  men, 

whereof  all  be  not  governed  with  the  Spirit  and  Word  of 
God),  they  may  err,  and  sometimes  have  erred,  even  in 
things  pertaining  to  God.  Wherefore  things  ordained  by 
them  as  necessary  to  salvation  have  neither  strength  nor 
authority,  unless  it  may  be  declared  that  they  be  taken 
out  of  Holy  Scripture.”  She  expressly  states  that  such 
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‘Councils  are  not  infallible,  and  this  is  endorsed  by  the 
evidence  of  history  ; for  example  : — 

1.  There  have  been  Councils  which  contradict- 
ed one  another.  The  Council  of  Nicaea,  325,  decreed 
that  Christ  was  God  in  every  way;  but  the  Council  of 
Sirmium,  357,  declared  that  the  Father  only  is  God,  and 
was  in  every  respect  greater  than  the  Son.  Again,  the 
Council  of  Sardica,  343,  adopted  the  Nicene  formula,  but 
the  Arian  party,  withdrawing  from  Sardica,  held  a rival 
Council  at  Philippopolis,  which  anathematized  the  ortho- 
dox bishops  and  deposed  the  leaders.  Here  are  Councils 
passing  contradictory  decrees  on  such  an  important  matter 
as  the  deity  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  yet  Rome  teaches  that 
the  Church,  speaking  through  Councils,  is  infallible. 

In  the  matter  of  pictures  and  images,  and  their  venera- 
tion and  worship,  Councils  have  passed  contradictory 
decrees.  The  Council  of  Elvira,  305,  passed  the  following 
decree  : “ It  is  decreed  that  no  image  be  admitted  into 
Churches,  lest  the  object  of  religious  worship  come  to  be 
painted  on  the  walls.”  Yet  in  787,  the  second  Council  of 
Nicaea  sanctioned  a modified  form  of  image  and  picture 
worship.  The  decree  passed  was  as  follows  : 
Councils  have  “ We  venerate,  worship,  and  adore  sacred 
contradicted  images.  All  persons  who  profess  to  honour 
one  another,  the  sacred  images,  but  refuse  to  worship 
them,  do  dishonour  them,  and  are  guilty  of 
hypocrisy.”  This  decree  of  the  second  Council  of  Nicaea 
was  immediately  repudiated  by  the  Council  of  Frankfort, 
794,  but  the  Council  of  Trent,  1545 — 1563,  included 
image  worship  as  part  of  the  system  of  the  Church  of 
Rome.  Which  of  these  Councils  was  in  the  right,  Elvira 
and  Frankfort,  which  would  not  allow  image  worship  in 
the  Church  of  God  ? or  Nicaea  and  Trent  which  sanctioned, 
nay,  ordered  image  worship  ? Which  of  the  two 
rulings  was  the  infallible  one  ? They  could  not  both  be 
right. 

In  824  the  Council  of  bishops  assembled  at  Paris 
spoke  of  the  “absurdities  ” (absona)  of  Pope  Adrian,  who, 
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they  said,  had  commanded  an  heretical  worship  of 
images. 

The  Council  of  Basle,  1439,  passed  a decree  that  a 
Council  of  bishops  was  superior  to  the  Pope  of  Rome,  and 
the  Council  of  Constance,  -the  largest  Council  ever  held  in 
the  West,  1415,  also  passed  a similar  decree  : “ Every 

lawfully  convoked  .Ecumenical  Council  derives  its 
authority  immediately  from  Christ,  and  every  one,  the 
pope  included,  is  subject  to  it  in  matters  of  Faith.”  This 
Council  deposed  three  rival  popes,  and  elected  Martin  V 
in  their  place,  and  clearly  demonstrated  the  fact  that  a 
pope,  even  if  canonically  elected,  could  be  deposed  by  a 
Council.  By  its  decrees  and  acts  it  formally  repudiated 
the  supposed  supremacy  of  the  pope.  Yet,  at  a later  date, 
the  Council  of  Lateran  under  Pope  Leo  decreed  that  the 
pope  was  superior  to  a Council.  Which  of  these  contra- 
dictory decisions  was  the  correct  one  ? They  were  both 
decisions  of  a General  Council,  but  both  of  them  were 
clearly  not  infallible. 

Prayers  in  a foreign  tongue  were  forbidden  by  the 
fourth  Council  of  Lateran,  1215,  but  were  ordered  to  be 
read  in  Latin  by  the  Council  of  Trent.  Here  we  have 
another  example  of  one  Council  ordering  a practice  which 
had  been  forbidden  by  an  earlier  Council. 

2.  Some  Councils  have  decreed  certain  doc- 
trines which  cannot  be  proved  from  the  Word  of  God, 
and  in  some  cases  are  contrary  to  the  teaching  of 
Scripture.  At  the  fourth  Lateran  Council,  1215,  Tran- 
substantiation  was  declared  to  be  an  article  of  the  Faith, 
and  Auricular  Confession  to  a priest  was  made  compul- 
sory. The  Council  of  Constance,  1414,  ordered  that  the 
Cup  was  not  to  be  given  to  the  laity  in  the  Mass.  The 
Council  of  Florence,  1439,  for  the  first  time  formally  dec- 
reed that  Christ  had  ordained  seven  Sacraments  in  His 
Church.  The  dogma  of  the  Immaculate  Conception  of 
the  B.  V.  Mary  was  not  officially  decreed  till  1868  ; papal 
infallibility  was  not  asserted  till  1870.  None  of  these 
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dogmas  and  practices  were  known  in  the  early  Catholic 
Church.  The  decrees  of  the  Council  of  Trent  were  con- 
firmed by  Pope  Pius  IV,  1564,  and  belief  in  the  following 
was  enjoined  as  necessary  to  salvation,  viz  ■ — 1.  Tradi- 

tion ; 2.  Seven  Sacraments  ; 3.  The  Mass  ; 4.  Transub- 
stantiation  ; 5.  Communion  in  one  kind  only  ; 6.  Pur- 
gatory ; 7.  Veneration  of  Relics  ; 8.  Worship  of  Images  ; 
9.  Indulgences ; 10.  Invocation  of  Saints  and  Angels, 
11.  Mariolatry.  All  these  had  been  rejected  by  the 
Western  Churches  at  the  Reformation  as  being  contrary 
to  Holy  Scripture,  but  were  again  declared  to  be  the  be- 
lief of  the  Roman  Church  by  the  Council  of  Trent  and 
Pope  Pius  IV.  Will  any  one  presume  to  say  that  these 
erroneous  doctrines  were  decreed  under  the  guidance  of 
the  Holy  Ghost  ? 

3.  There  have  been  Councils  which  deposed 
and  excommunicated  popes.  The  Council  of  Con- 
stance, 1414-1416,  deposed  three  popes,  rival  claimants 
of  the  throne  of  St.  Peter.  The  Council  of  Constanti- 
nople excommunicated  Pope  Vigilius.  Were  these  Coun- 
cils infallible  and  the  popes  they  deposed  fallible,  or 
were  the  deposed  and  excommunicated  popes  infallible 
and  the  Councils  fallible  ? 

With  these  examples  of  Councils  contradicting  one 
another  ; of  Councils  authorizing  doctrines  which  cannot 
be  proved  from  the  Word  of  God,  and  in  some  cases  are 
repugnant  to  Holy  Scripture  ; of  Councils  deposing  and 
excommunicating  validly  elected  popes,  it  cannot  be  deni- 
ed that  Councils  can  err,  and  have  erred,  as  Article 
XXI  states. 

The  Roman  Church,  under  whose  aegis  most  of  the 
Church  Councils  have  been  held,  declares  that  the  decrees 
n i • of  such  Councils  are  infallible.  The  Councils 

thTfn  l are  the  Councils  of  the  Church,  and  there- 
. p nnpeCa  1 f°re  can  make  no  mistake.  But  what  infal- 
TnfallihTp  lible  authority  declared  that  the  Church  of 

' J ' Rome  is  infallible,  when  speaking  through 

her  Councils  of  Bishops  ? Where  is  this  infallibility  lodged  ? 
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Is  it  in  Councils  ? Is  it  in  the  pope  ? or  is  it  in  General  Coun- 
cils with  the  pope  at  the  head  ? a. — If  it  is  lodged  in 
General  Councils  of  the  Church  then  this  difficulty  arises  that 
the  Church  has  never  yet  decided  how  many  Councils  can 
rightly  be  considered  General  Councils  of  the  Catholic 
Church.  The  Anglican  branch  of  the  Catholic  Church 
recognizes  the  first  four  as  General  Councils,  and  regards 
the  fifth  and  sixth  as  supplementary.  The  Greek  Church 
counts  eight  as  General  Councils  ; while  the  Church  of  Rome 
recognizes  nineteen,  i.e.,  eight  held  in  the  East,  and  eleven 
in  the  West.  b. — Does  this  infallibility  then  rest  in  the  pope  ? 
When  speaking  ex  cathedra  on  matters  of  faith  and  morals 
is  the  pope  really  infallible  ? Roman  Catholics,  since  1870, 
assert  emphatically  that  their  popes  are  infallible,  and  they 
would  like  to  believe  this  novel  dogma  decreed  by  the 
Vatican  Council,  but  facts  are  stubborn  things,  and  the 
history  of  the  Roman  Church  does  not  corroborate  this 
theory,  for  there  have  been  heretical  popes  ; popes  have 
been  deposed  by  Councils  of  the  Church  ; popes  have  con- 
tradicted and  annulled  the  decrees  of  their  predecessors; 
popes  have  anathematized  their  predecessors;  there  have 
been  popes  notorious  for  immorality  and  evil  living  ; there 
have  been  rival  popes  contending  for  the  chair  of  Peter, 
and  the  facts  of  history  are  so  incontrovertible  that  many 
Roman  Catholics  have  refused  to  accept  this  new  dogma 
of  the  infallibility  of  the  pope,  even  though  it  entailed 
excommunication  from  the  Church. 

There  have  been  heretical  popes.  Nicolaus  Lyra, 
commenting  on  Matt.  16,  writes  : “ Many  popes  have  fallen 
from  the  faith  ”;  and  at  the  Council  of  Basle  it  was  recorded: 
“ We  read  that  many  popes  have  fallen  into  errors  and 
heresies.”  The  following  examples  will  illustrate  this. 

Pope  Liberius,  352-366,  has  been  definitely  charged 
with  and  condemned  by  Roman  Catholic  authorities  for 
heresy. 

Liberius  at  first  supported  Athanasius  and  the  ortho- 
dox party  against  the  Arians,  for  which  he  was  eventually 
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exiled  from  Rome  by  the  Emperor.  In  order  to  regain  his 
bishopric  he  signed  the  heretical  Arian  Creed  issued  by  the 
Council  of  Sirmium,  357,  which  declared 
Pope  Liberius  that  “the  Father  only  is  God,  and  is  in  every 
was  a Heretic,  respect  greater  than  the  Son.”  He  then  sent 
to  the  Arian  bishops  abject  apologies 
for  having  supported  Athanasius,  agreed  to  his  excommunica- 
tion, and  promised  to  assist  the  Arians  in  the  future.  This 
was  a deplorable  capitulation  to  heretical  doctrine  on  the 
part  of  a Bishop  of  Rome.  In  this  great  Arian  controversy 
about  the  person  of  our  blessed  Lord  it  is  abundantly  clear 
that  it  was  not  the  Bishop  of  Rome  who  taught  and  guided 
the  Church  aright,  but  the  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  the  great 
Athanasius.  If  the  Church  had  followed  the  guidance  of 
“ her  supreme  head  and  infallible  teacher,”  she  would  have 
done  what  Pope  Liberius  did  : deny  the  divinity  of  her  Lord. 
Roman  Catholics  make  great  efforts  to  defend  Liberius, — as 
they  must  do  if  they  are  to  maintain  their  theory  that  popes 
are  “ infallible  guides  ” in  all  matters  of  doctrine — and  lay 
stress  on  the  fact  that  he  suffered  much  for  the  Faith,  but 
they  cannot  evade  the  fact  that  he  eventually  capitulated 
to  the  Arians,  and  signed  their  heretical  creed.  In  order 
to  regain  his  bishopric,  in  his  official  capacity  and  in  his 
letters,  he  definitely  pledged  himself  to  support  the  Arians, 
and  condemned  Athanasius  and  the  true  Faith  of  the 
Catholic  Church.  That  Liberius,  Bishop  of  Rome,  Pope, 
Supreme  Head  of  the  Roman  Church,  and  its  Infallible 
Guide,  became  a heretic  no  one  can  deny.  The  Roman 
writer  de  Castro  states  : “ As  for  Pope  Liberius,  it  is  well 

known  that  he  was  an  Arian  heretic,”  and  this  is  corrobo- 
rated by  Cardinal  Cusanus,  Rhegino,  Platina,  Anselmus 
Rid,  and  by  other  Roman  Catholic  writers.  Sabellicus 

records:  “Liberius became  an  Arian  heretic  in  good 

earnest,  and  with  all  his  heart.”  Cardinal  Cusanus  writes  : 
“Pope  Liberius  gave  his  consent  to  the  error  of  the  Arians.” 

Platina  relates  that  “ Pope  Liberius agreed  in  all 

things  with  the  heretics.”  The  above  is  the  evidence,  not 
of  Protestants,  but  of  Roman  Catholics,  that  popes  are  not 
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infallible  guides,  but  have  grievously  erred  in  matters  of 
Faith. 

Pope  Zosimus,  417-418,  and  the  Pelagian  heresy  : — 
The  Pelagian  heresy  had  been  condemned  by  a Council  in 
Africa,  but  Caelestius,  the  friend  of  Pelagius,  interviewed 
Pope  Zosimus,  and  induced  him  to  write  letters  to  the 
African  Bishops,  in  which  he  rebuked  them  for  opposing 
Pelagius  and  Caelestius,  and  excommunicated  the  two 
bishops  who  had  accused  them  of  heresy.  In  reply  the 
Bishops  in  Council  again  denounced  the  teaching  of  these 
two  men,  and  the  Government  supported  them  by  ordering 
the  banishment  of  Pelagius.  Pope  Zosimus,  seeing  the 
attitude  of  the  Government,  and  fearing  an  attack  upon 
himself,  promptly  withdrew  his  support  of  the  two  heretics, 
and  so  escaped  the  charge  that  he,  too,  was  a heretic.  But 
on  this  occasion  who  was  the  infallible  guide  of  the  Church  ? 
Zosimus,  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  who  supported  the  two 
heretics,  or  the  Bishops  of  the  African  Church,  who  con- 
demned them  ? 

Pope  Honorius  I,  625-638,  declared  himself  a Mono- 
lhelite,  and  although  he  was  not  deposed  at  the  time,  yet 
after  his  death  the  sixth  General  Council,  assembled  at 
Constantinople,  680-681,  after  anathema- 
Pope  Honorius  tizing  the  Monothelite  heretics,  decreed  : 
I was  a Heretic  “ With  these  we  likewise  provide  that  Hon- 
orius, who  was  Bishop  of  Rome,  should  be 
cast  forth  from  the  Church  of  God  and  anathematized, 
because  we  find  by  his  writings  to  Sergius  that  he  followed 
his  mind  in  all  things,  and  confirmed  his  impious  doctrines.” 
The  bishops  in  the  Council  repeatedly  called  out 
“ Anathema  to  the  heretic  Honorius.”  Not  a single  voice, 
not  even  of  the  Papal  legates,  was  raised  in  his  defence. 
His  books  and  writings  on  theology  were  all  burned  as 
heretical,  and  his  name  was  removed  from  the  Liturgy. 
Pope  Leo  II,  who  accepted  the  findings  of  this  Council, 
published  an  epistle,  in  which  he  condemned  certain 
heretics,  and  added : “ Also  Honorius,  who  did  not 
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illuminate  this  apostolic  See  with  the  doctrine  of  apostolic 
teaching,  but  permitted  her  who  was  undefiled  to  be 
polluted  by  profane  teaching.”  This  condemnation  of  Pope 
Honorius  was  repeated  by  the  second  Council  of  Nicaea, 
787,  and  also  by  the  General  Council  recognized  as  the  Eighth 
^Ecumenical  Council,  and  every  pope  who  was  elected  to 
fill  the  chair  of  St.  Peter  from  the  sixth  to  the  ninth  century 
had  to  assent  to  the  anathema  passed  on  “ Honorius,  who 
fomented  detestable  teaching.”  These  anathemas,  and 
the  endorsement  of  them  by  popes  for  three  centuries, 
definitely  show  that  the  men  of  that  period  did  not  accept 
the  theory  that  the  Bishops  of  Rome  were  infallible  in 
their  teaching,  or  that  their  official  position  as  successors 
of  St.  Peter  saved  them  from  error  and  heresy.  At  a 
still  later  date  Cardinal  Cusanus  wrote  : “ Pope  Liberius 

and  Honorius  and  others  sitting  in  Peter’s  chair  have 
fallen  into  schismatic  error,  and  have  been  deceived.” 
— (Cusan.  de  Concord  Lib.  i,  Cap.  XIV  and  Lib  ii,  Cap  V.) 

When  the  dogma  of  the  Infallibility  of  the  Pope  was  put 
forward  in  1870,  strenuous  efforts  were  made  by  its 
apologists  to  remove  the  stigma  of  heresy  from  the  name 
of  Pope  Honorius,  but  the  best  defence  they  could  make 
was  to  declare  that  the  records  of  the  Council  had  been 
falsified  and  forged  by  the  Greeks. 

Even  the  popes  themselves  have  borne  witness  to  the 
fact  that  some  of  their  predecessors  had  been  heretics  and 
false  guides  of  the  Church.  For  example,  Aeneas 
Sylvanius,  who  became  Pope  Pius  II  in  1458,  wrote  as  fol- 
lows : “ Of  the  popes  of  Rome  we  might  show  forth  very 

many  examples  that  have  been  found  either  heretics  or  else 
defiled  with  other  vices,”  (CEn.  Syl.  de  Gest.  Concil.  Basil. 
Lib.  i.)  and  asks  : “ What  if  a notorious  and  wicked  pope 
teach  things  contrary  to  the  faith,  and  with  heretical  doc- 
trine pervert  his  subjects  ?”  He  would  never  have  asked  such 
a question  if  he  had  believed  that  popes  cannot  err.  Pope 
Hadrian  VI,  1522-23,  when  Chancellor  of  Louvain 
University,  taught  as  follows  : “I  say  that  if  by  the 
Roman  Church  we  understand  the  head  of  the  Church, 
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that  is,  the  pope,  it  is  certain  that  he  may  err,  even  in 
things  pertaining  to  the  Faith,  by  asserting  heresy  through 
his  determination  or  decretal  ; for  several  Roman  Pontiffs 
have  been  heretics.”  It  is  clear  that  this  dogma  of  the 
infallibility  of  the  pope  was  not  held  by  the  Church  in  pre- 
vious days,  for  we  find  that — 

2.  Popes  have  been  deposed  by  Councils  of  the 
Church.  Of  this  fact  numerous  examples  might  be  given. 
Pope  Vigilius  was  excommunicated  by  the  second  Council 
of  Constantinople,  553,  and  was  banished  by  the  Emperor. 
The  Council  of  Pisa,  1409,  deposed  Pope  Benedict  XIII, 
and  Pope  Gregory  XII.  The  Council  passed  the  following 

judgment  on  them  : “ They  have  been. 

Council  of  and  are  notorious  schismatics  . . . obstinate 
Constance  and  notorious  heretics,  and  wanderers  from 
deposed  three  the  Faith  ; entangled  in  the  enormous  and 
popes.  infamous  crimes  of  perjury  and  violation 

of  promise  ; openly  scandalizing  the  Holy 
Church  Universal  of  God  with  notorious,  evident  and 
manifest  incorrigibility,  contumacy,  and  pertinacity.”  The 
Council  of  Constance  deposed  three  rival  popes,  viz  : — 
Pope  John  XXIII,  Pope  Benedict  XIII,  and  Pope 
Clement  VIII,  degraded  and  excommunicated  them,  and 
elected  in  their  place  Martin  V,  as  the  rightful  pope.  The 
Council  of  Basle,  1439,  condemned  and  deposed  Pope 
Eugenius  in  the  following  words  : “ We  condemn  and 

depose  Pope  Eugenius,  a despiser  of  the  holy  canons,  a 
disturber  of  the  peace  and  unity  of  the  Church  of  God,  a 
notorious  offender  of  the  whole  universal  Church,  a simon- 
ist,  a forsworn  man,  a man  incorrigible,  a schismatic,  a 
man  fallen  from  the  Faith,  and  a wilful  heretic.” 

3.  Popes  have  contradicted  one  another  in  their 
teaching ; they  have  annulled  the  acts  of  their  prede- 
cessors ; and  have  declared  their  decrees  and  dogmas 
to  be  heretical. 

(^4)  Popes  have  contradicted  one  another  in  their 
teaching. 


187 


(?)  Pope  Gregory  I,  590-604,  denounced  the 
patriarch  of  Constantinople  for  adopting  the  title 
“Universal  Bishop,”  and  said  that  such  a title  was 
anti-Christian,  and  declared  that  never  would  he  accept 
such  a title  ; yet  in  604,  Pope  Boniface  III  boldly  assumed 
the  title  which  Pope  Gregory  had  so  fiercely  denounced, 
and  since  that  time  the  popes  have  retained  the  title 
“ the  Universal  Bishop,”  and  have  claimed  supremacy 
over  the  whole  Church. 

(??)  Pope  Gregory  II,  715-731,  in  his  Epistle  to  the 
Emperor  Leo  Isaurus,  acknowledged  that  the  Emperor 
was  the  head  of  Christendom,  and  that  he  himself  was 
subject  to  him.  Platina  records  that  “ Pope  Adrian, 
772-795,  with  his  whole  synod,  did  deliver  to  Charles  the 
Great  the  right  and  power  of  electing  the  pope  and 
ordaining  the  apostolic  See.  He,  moreover,  defined  that 
archbishops  and  bishops  in  every  province  should  receive 
investiture  from  him.”  Yet  successors  of  these  two 
popes  have  declared  with  no  uncertain  voice  that  they 
are  the  divinely  appointed  rulers,  not  only  of  the  Church, 
but  of  the  world  ; that  they  were  subject  to  no  man ; 
that  they  were,  as  Pope  Boniface  VIII  declared, 
r Divine  monarchs,  supreme  emperors,  the  kings  of  kings. 
The  popes  are  as  God  on  the  earth.”  Pope  Pius  V, 
in  his  Bull  against  Queen  Elizabeth,  described  himself 
as  “ the  servant  Oi  the  servants  of  God,”  but  added  that 
“ Christ  hath  appointed  him  ( i.e . the  pope)  only  to  be 
prince  over  all  nations  and  over  all  kingdoms,”  and  then 
proceeded  to  excommunicate  the  Queen. 

(???)  Both  Innocent  I and  Gelasius  I declared  that 
infants  who  died  before  they  had  received  communion 
went  straight  to  hell,  but  a thousand  years  later  the 
Council  of  Trent  anathematized  this  doctrine. 

(■ iv ) Pope  Pelagius  decreed  that  at  baptism  the 
invocation  of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  was  necessary 
to  make  the  baptism  valid,  but  Nicolas  I affirmed  that 
it  was  sufficient  to  baptise  in  the  name  of  Christ  alone. 
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(v)  Celestine  III,  1191-1198,  declared  that  if  either 
party  to  a marriage  became  a heretic  this  dissolved 
the  marriage  tie,  but  Innocent  III,  1198-1216,  annulled 
this  decision,  and  Adrian  VI  called  Celestine  a heretic  for 
making  such  a decision. 

(vi)  Pope  Nicholas  III,  in  1279,  published  a Bull, 
Exiit  qui  seminat,  in  which  he  declared  that  the  custom 
followed  by  the  Spiritual  Franciscans  of  renouncing  their 
claim  to  all  property  had  been  practised  by  Christ  and 
His  apostles,  and  was  taught  by  them  to  all  the  disciples, 
and  that  if  any  one  denied  this  he  was  guilty  of  heresy. 
In  1323,  Pope  John  XXII  published  a Bull,  Cum  inter 
non  nullos,  in  which  he  flatly  contradicted  the  statement 
of  Nicholas  III,  and  condemned  his  doctrine  as  erroneous 
and  heretical.  Thus,  if  John  XXII  was  right,  Nicholas  III 
was  a heretic,  and  in  that  case  his  nomination  of  f 
cardinals  was  void,  and  the  conclave  which  elected  John 
was  illegal.  So  that  John  was  no  pope,  his  nominations  L 
of  cardinals  were  void,  and  the  whole  papal  succession  ^ 
was  vitiated.  On  the  other  hand,  if  John  was  wrong,  he  ^ 
was  a heretic,  and  the  same  inconvenient  results  followed. 
The  Franciscans  have,  since  that  date,  regarded  John 
XXII  as  a heretic.  Respecting  these  two  popes,  Erasmus,  Pr 
the  great  theologian  of  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  centuries, 
wrote  as  follows  : “ Pope  John  XXII  and  Pope  Nicholas  in  fo 
their  whole  decrees  are  contrary  to  the  one  against  the  other ; 
yea,  and  that  in  matters  which  seem  to  belong  to  cases  of  j. 
the  Faith.” 

(vii)  Pope  Sixtus  IV,  in  1478,  annulled  the  decrees  of  the 
Council  of  Constance,  held  in  1414-1416,  which  had  been 
confirmed  by  Pope  Martin  V. 

(viii)  Regarding  the  Conception  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
Mary,  Pope  Gregory  I and  Pope  Innocent  III  both  taught 
and  wrote  that  she  was  conceived  in  sin  ; yet  in  1854  Pope  fe 
Pius  IX  published  a Bull  in  which  he  declared  that  she  Ho 
had  been  born  without  sin. 

(ix)  Regarding  Communion  in  one  kind  only  Pope  lla 
Leo  I declared  that  abstinence  from  the  Cup  was  a 
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Manichaean  heresy.  Pope  Paschall  II  wrote  in  1118: 
“We  know  that  the  Bread  was  given  separately  and 
the  Wine  given  separately  by  the  Lord  Himself,  which 
custom  we  therefore  teach  and  command  to  be  always 
observed  in  the  Holy  Church.”  Yet,  in  spite  of  this  very 
definite  ruling,  the  Council  of  Constantinople,  1414-1416, 
withheld  the  cup  from  the  laity,  and  every  pope  since 
then  has  approved  that  ruling. 

( B ) Popes  have  annulled  the  acts  of  their  predecessors, 
and  declared  their  decrees  and  teaching  to  be  heretical. 

(i)  Pope  Sabinian,  604-606,  ordered  all  the  writings 
and  books  of  Pope  Gregory  to  be  burned,  on  the  plea 
that  they  were  erroneous  and  impious. 

(ii)  Leo  III,  795-816,  abrogated  all  the  acts  of  his 
predecessor,  Adrian  I. 

(Hi)  Stephen  VI,  896,  caused  the  body  of  his  predecessor 
to  be  disinterred,  defiled  the  corpse,  and  threw  it  into 
the  Tiber,  and  then  formally  condemned  all  that  had  ever 
been  done  by  him  as  pope. 

I (iv)  Pope  Romanus,  897,  annulled  all  the  acts  of  his 
predecessor,  Pope  Stephen. 

( v ) Clement  V,  1305-1314,  annulled  all  the  Bulls  of 
Boniface  VIII  against  France. 

(vi)  Nicolas  V,  1447-1455,  issued  a Bull  in  which  he 
[declared  that  all  the  decrees  and  censures  of  his  prede- 
cessor, Eugenius,  were  null  and  void. 

( vii ) Clement  XIV,  in  1773,  issued  a Brief,  suppress- 
ing the  Society  of  Jesuits,  and  abolishing  it  for  ever,  but 

I Pius  VII,  in  1814,  issued  a Brief  reinstating  them. 

These  are  clear  instances  where  popes,  in  matters  of 
faith  and  morals,  have  contradicted  the  statements  of  one 
another,  and  abrogated  decrees  passed  by  their  predeces- 
sors. It  is  plain  to  all  that  they  cannot  all  have  been 
infallible,  some  of  them  must  have  made  mistakes.  Yet 
the  Church  of  Rome  stubbornly  persists  in  the  mistake  she 


190 


made  in  1870,  when  she  decreed  that  her  popes  are 
infallible. 


4.  There  have  been  immoral  and  dissolute  popes. 

I do  not  wish  to  enlarge  on  this  point,  but  merely  mention 
the  names  of  Popes  John  XII,  956-964 ; Benedict  IX, 
1033-1044 ; Sixtus  IV,  1471-1484 ; Innocent  VIII,  1484 
1492  ; Alexander  VI,  1492-1503.  It  is  impossible  to 
believe  that  these  men,  while  living  lascivious  and  licentious 
lives,  were  so  guided  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  Who  is  the  Spirit 
of  Holiness,  that  they  were  infallible  guides  of  the  Church  in 
all  that  pertained  to  Faith  and  Morals.  When  they  were 
themselves  immoral,  and  deniers  of  the  Faith  through 
their  gross  immoralities,  how  could  the  Holy  Spirit  use 
them  to  instruct  the  Church  in  holiness  and  faith  ? They 
obtained  the  chair  of  St.  Peter  by  means  of  bribery, 
trickery,  or  force ; it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  they  were 
chosen  by  God  to  occupy  such  a high  position  in  His 
Church,  and  to  be  the  vicegerents  of  Jesus  Christ  on 
earth. 


5-  There  have  been  many  rival  popes.  There 

have  sometimes  been  as  many  as  three,  and  at  one  time 
four,  rival  popes,  fighting  for  possession  of  St.  Peter’s  chair 
in  Rome.  During  the  time  of  the  great  Schism 
there  were  rival  popes  reigning  at  the  same  time  at  Rome 
and  Avignon.  When  Martin  V was  elected,  1417,  there 
were  three  other  popes  living  who  each  claimed  the  throne 
of  St.  Peter.  Amadeus,  Duke  of  Savoy,  was  the  thirty- 
third  anti-pope,  and  was  elected  as  Felix  V in  1439,  when 
Eugenius  IV  was  deposed.  Eugenius  regained  power  in 
1443,  but  Felix  V also  claimed  the  position  till  he  died 
in  1449. 


A.  D.  1042,  a layman  was  elected,  John  XIX,  and  in 
one  day  he  passed  through  all  the  ecclesiastical  degrees 
necessary  to  become  pope.  A.D.  1033  he  was  succeeded 
by  his  nephew,  a boy  of  twelve,  who  became  pope  as 
Benedict  IX.  A.D.  1045  there  were  three  rival  popes  in 
Rome  ; Benedict  IX  ruled  the  Church  from  the  Lateran, 
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Gregory  VI  issued  his  orders  from  Maria  Maggiore,  and 
[Sylvester  III  lived  at  the  Vatican,  and  had  possession  of 
the  Church  of  St.  Peter’s.  In  order  to  put  an  end  to  this 
disgraceful  state  of  affairs  Henry  III,  Emperor  of  Germany, 
called  together  a Council  at  Sutri,  which  deposed  all 
three  popes,  and  elected  in  their  place  Clement  III. 

6.  Many  Roman  Catholics  have  refused  to 
accept  the  dogma  of  the  infallibility  of  the  popes. 

Alfonsus  de  Castro,  the  great  opponent  of  Luther  in  the 
sixteenth  century,  certainly  did  not  believe  it.  He  wrote  : 

I “ I do  not  think  that  there  is  any  man  so  impudent  in  his 
I flattery  of  the  pope  as  to  attribute  to  him  the  impossibility 
of  erring  or  being  deceived  in  his  interpretation  of  Holy 
Scripture.  For,  since  it  is  well  known  that  many  of  them 
have  been  so  illiterate  as  to  be  utterly  ignorant  of  gram- 
mar, how  should  they  be  able  to  interpret  Holy  Scripture  ?” 
In  his  book  “Adversus  omnes  Haereses  ” he  wrote  : “ For 

| the  pope  may  err  in  faith , as  the  best  authorities  hold  . . . 
For  any  man  may  err  in  faith,  even  though  he  be  a pope. 
For  it  is  certain  that  Pope  Liberius  was  an  Arian  ; and 
that  Anastasius  favoured  the  Nestorians  is  indubitable  to 
those  who  read  history.” 

It  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  Cardinal  Bellarmine 
really  believed  in  the  infallibility  of  his  master,  Pope 
'Clement  VIII,  who  wished  to  decide  the  quarrel  between 
i the  Dominicans  and  the  Jesuits  in  the  sixteenth  century.” 
“ You  are  no  theologian,”  said  Bellarmine  to  Pope  Cle- 
i ment,  “ you  must  not  think  that  by  your  own  study  you 
can  come  to  understand  so  very  obscure  a question.” 

Abfyot  Panormitane,  too,  does  not  appear  to  have 
accepted  the  doctrine,  for  he  wrote  : “ We  ought  to  give 

more  credit  to  one  private  layman,  than  to  the  whole 
Council  and  to  the  pope,  if  he  bring  better  authority  and 
I more  reason.” 

The  question  has  often  been  asked,  “ When  and  in 
j what  way  is  the  pope  infallible  ? ” Billuart,  the  Roman 
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theologian,  answers  as  follows  : “ Neither  in  conversa- 

Infallibility  of  t!°n’ nor  in  discussion  nor  in  interpreting 
the  scriptures  or  the  bathers,  nor  in  con- 
sulting, nor  in  giving  his  reasons  for  the 
point  which  he  has  defined,  nor  in  ■ 
answering  letters,  nor  in  private  deliber- 
ation, supposing  he  is  setting  forth  his 
own  opinion,  is  the  Pope  infallible.”  Montalembert  wrote  : 
“ Never,  thank  Heaven,  have  I thought,  said,  or  written 
anything  favourable  to  the  personal  and  separate  infalli- 
bility of  the  pope  such  as  men  seek  to  impose  upon  us.” 
The  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  Baine,  in  1822,  wrote  : 
“Bellarmine  and  some  other  divines,  chiefly  Italians,  have 
believed  the  pope  infallible,  when  proposing  ex  cathedra  an 
article  of  faith.  But  in  England  or  Ireland  I do  not 
believe  that  any  Catholic  maintains  the  infallibility  of  the 
pope.” 

The  Sorbonne,  the  Theological  Faculty  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Paris,  in  1663,  declared  that  “it  is  not  the  doctrine 
of  the  Church  that  the  pope  is  superior  to  an  .Ecumenical 
Council.  It  is  no  doctrine  or  dogma  of  the  Faculty  that 
the  pope  is  infallible,  when  he  is  not  supported  by  the  con- 
sensus of  the  Church.” 

In  1788  a Committee  of  Roman  Catholics,  working 
for  the  repeal  of  Roman  disabilities,  presented  an  appeal 
to  the  English  Parliament  in  which  they 
declared  that  no  pope  could  absolve  sub- 
jects from  their  rightful  allegiance  to 
temporal  authority,  and  added,  “We 
acknowledge  no  infallibility  in  the  pope.” 
This  appeal  brought  about  the  passing  of  the  Relief  Act 
of  1791.  It  was  signed  by  the  four  Vicars  Apostolic,  the 
highest  Roman  authorities  in  England,  and  by  240  priests. 
At  that  time  the  total  number  of  priests  working  in 
England  was  only  260,  so  that  it  appears  that  practically 
the  whole  body  of  Roman  clergy,  headed  by  their  bishops, 
and  supported  by  all  the  educated  and  influential  laity  in 
England  publicly  rejected  the  dogma  of  Infallibility.  In 
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1793  an  Act  for  the  Relief  of  the  Irish  Roman  Catholics  was 
passed.  It  contained  an  oath  which  states  that  “ it  is  not 
an  article  of  the  Catholic  Faith,  neither  am  I thereby 
required  to  believe  or  profess  that  the  pope  is  infallible.” 

In  1826  no  less  than  thirty  bishops  and  archbishops 
of  the  Roman  Church  in  Ireland,  in  a Pastoral  Letter  to 
their  congregations,  signed  the  following  declaration  : “ It 
is  not  an  article  of  the  Catholic  Faith, 
neither  are  we  hereby  called  to  believe 
that  the  pope  is  infallible.” 

Two  other  Roman  Catholic  witnesses  against  the  new 
dogma  may  be  called. 


And  by  30 
Irish  Bishops. 


In  the  “ Rule  of  Catholic  Faith,”  published  at 
Wurzburg  in  1854  with  the  permission  and  approval  of 
the  Roman  bishops,  occurs  the  following  : “ Although 

the  greatest  reverence,  obedience  and  submission  be  due 
to  the  supreme  Pontiff,  yet  he  is  not  favoured  with  the 
special  privilege  of  inerrancy  which  was  given  by  Christ 
our  Lord  only  to  the  Church.” 


Gallilzin,  in  his  “ Defence  of  Catholic  Principles,” 
writes  : “I  have  plainly  told  the  Protestant  Minister  that 
the  Infallibility  of  the  pope  is  no  part  of  the  Catholic 
Creed,  that  it  is  a mere  opinion  of  some  divines,  and  an 
article  nowhere  to  be  found  in  our  professions  of  faith,  in 
our  creeds,  or  in  our  catechisms.” 


Pope  Pius  IX,  however,  declared  the  doctrine  to  be 
the  very  essence  and  basis  of  Catholicity,  although  men 
who  were  scholars  with  a world-wide  reputation  declared 
that  they  could  find  no  authority  for  it  either  in  Scripture, 
or  in  the  Fathers,  or  in  any  other  source  of  historical  in- 
formation. Cardinal  Newman  made  a strong  protest, 
and  wrote  to  another  Roman  bishop  as  follows  : “ Why 
should  an  insolent,  aggressive  faction  be 
And  by  Cardi-  allowed  to  make  the  heart  of  the  just  sad, 
nal  Newman,  whom  the  Lord  hath  not  made  sorrowful  ? 

I pray  those  early  doctors  of  the  Church 
whose  intercession  would  decide  matters  (Augustine, 
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Ambrose,  and  Jerome ; Athanasius,  Chrysostom,  and 
Basil)  to  avert  this  great  calamity.  If  it  is  God’s  will  that 
the  pope’s  infallibility  be  defined,  then  it  is  God’s  will  to 
throw  back  the  times  and  moments  of  the  triumph  which 
He  has  destined  for  His  Kingdom,  and  I shall  feel  that  I 
have  but  to  bow  my  head  to  His  inscrutable  Providence.” 
Meetings  and  protests  and  petitions  against  an  Infallibility 
decree  sprang  up  all  over  Germany,  for  liberty  of  con- 
science and  the  liberty  of  the  press  were  threatened  by  the 
decree. 

The  dogma  of  the  Infallibility  of  the  Pope  was  passed, 
after  much  opposition,  by  the  Council  of  the  Lateran  in 
1870.  Stormy  scenes  took  place  in  the  Vatican,  and  even 
in  the  streets  of  Rome.  The  Tablet,  the  English  Roman 
Catholic  newspaper,  apologised  for  these  unseemly  pro- 
ceedings as  follows  : “ We  ought  to  be  in  no  way  as- 

tonished if  angry  expressions,  sharp  comments,  unworthy 
plans  and  vexatious  agitations  did  from  time  to  time  be- 
tray the  passions  to  which  human  nature  is  subject.” 
Cardinal  Newman  had  strongly  opposed  the  passing  of 
the  decree  ; Von  Dollinger,  the  most  learned  Roman 
Catholic  theologian  of  his  time,  offered  strenuous  opposi- 
tion, and  when  it  was  passed  preferred  to  suffer  excom- 
munication i ather  than  consent  to  such  a travesty  of  the 
truth.  Those  who  refused  to  accept  the  new  dogma  were 
promptly  excommunicated  by  the  pope,  the  sacraments 
were  refused  them,  and  the  last  rites  of  the 
The  Dogma  Church  were  withheld.  The  passing  of  the 
causes  Schism,  decree  caused  yet  another  schism  in  the 
Roman  Church,  as  many  withdrew  from 
her  communion.  Many  who  had  at  first  opposed  it  sub- 
mitted to  the  authority  of  the  Church  and  remained 
within  her  fold,  but  whether  they  really  believed  the  doc- 
trine is  another  matter.  Their  allegiance  to  the  Church 
was  stronger  than  their  loyalty  to  the  truth. 

Owing  to  this  new  doctrine  being  introduced  into  the 
Roman  Church  she  has  had  to  alter  the  Catechisms 
which  she  formerly  used.  For  example,  Keenan’s 
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Catechism,  which  was  sanctioned  for  use  by  the  Irish  and* 
Scottish  bishops,  contained  the  following  question  and1 
answer  : 


Cl-  Must  not  Catholics  believe  the  pope  in  himself 
to  be  infallible  ? 

A.  This  is  a Protestant  invention.  It  is  no  article 
of  the  Catholic  Faith. 

In  the  editions  of  this  catechism  published  after 
1870  this  question  and  answer  is  omitted.  It  was  again 
issued  in  1896.  The  question  and  answer  quoted  above 
does  not  appear,  but  instead  we  read  : 

d-  What  do  Catholics  believe  concerning  the  In- 
fallibility of  the  pope  ? 

A.  That  the  visible  Head  of  the  Church  on  earth, 
received  from  Christ  the  same  prerogative  of  infallibility 
which  we  have  shown  above  to  be  necessary  to  and  belong- 
to  the  Church  by  divine  institution.”  So  what  was. 
formerly  denounced  as  a Protestant  lie  now  turns  out  to- 
be  Catholic  truth. 


The  Faith  of  Catholics,”  written  by  Berringtoni 
and  Kirk,  contained  the  following  : “ It 

is  no  article  of  Catholic  Faith  to  believe  that 
the  pope  is  himself  infallible.”  This 
sentence,  found  in  the  edition  of  1830,  was; 
omitted  in  those  printed  after  1870. 

The  “ Catechism  of  the  Catholic  Religion,”  approved 
by  the  Bishop  of  Mainz  in  1845,  contained  the  following  : 


Catechisms 
had  to  be 
altered. 


d-  Do  we  believe  that,  as  a consequence  of  this 
primacy,  the  pope  is  infallible  and  may  decide  as  Christ 
[Himself  ? 

A.  No.  The  pope  possesses  in  controversies  of  faith 
only  a judicial  decision  which  can  only  become  an  article 
of  faith  when  the  Church  gives  its  concurrence. 

After  1870  this  book  was  withdrawn  from  sale. 


In  order  to  establish  the  dogma,  almost  the  whole 
of  Roman  Church  history  had  to  be  rewritten ; to  be- 
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quite  frank,  it  had  to  be  falsified.  Many  extracts  from 
the  Early  Fathers  might  prove  the  primacy  of  honour  of 
the  Bishops  of  Rome,  but  not  one  could 
Church  be  produced  which  proved  their  infallibili- 

History  had  ty.  Most  of  the  Roman  Catholic  literature 
to  be  falsified,  printed  in  England  prior  to  1870  had  to 
be  withdrawn  from  circulation,  as  in 
England  there  had  been  little  faith  in  the  dogma  of  In- 
fallibility. 

Since  1870  every  Roman  Catholic  has  had  to  accept 
this  dogma.  Deference  to  the  pope’s  judgments  is  demand- 
ed from  the  most  learned  and  from  the  very  ignorant 
alike.  The  dogma  of  infallibility  has  stifled  all  intellec- 
tual enquiry  and  research  ; all  interest  in  science  is  dis- 
couraged by  it.  Every  pope,  however  ignorant  he  may 
be  of  theology,  may  put  forward  his  own  thoughts  and 
ideas  as  the  Faith  of  the  Church,  and  binding  on  all 
Christians.  There,  is  no  need  to  refer  to  Scripture  ; no  ref- 
erence need  be  made  to  the  Fathers  of  the  Primitive 
Church  ; there  will  be  no  need  to  assemble  the  bishops  in 
a General  Council ; all  can  be  decided  by  the  one  Infalli- 
ble Guide  and  Teacher,  the  pope.  Anyone  who  ventures 
to  disagree  with  a dogma  so  defined  is  in  danger  of  ex- 
communication  from  the  Church  in  this  world  and  of 
everlasting  damnation  in  the  next. 

Yet  Pope  Gelasius  confessed  to  the  possibility  of  a 
bishop  of  Rome  leading  the  Church  astray,  and  expressed 
the  hope  that  such  a disaster  might  never  overtake  the 
Church.  Leo  III  refused  the  request  of  the  French 
bishops  to  add  the  Filioque  clause  to  the  Creed,  alleging 
that  he  had  no  authority  to  do  so. 

Since  1870  every  Roman  Catholic  has  had  to  accept 
this  dogma  ; it  is  a doctrine  necessary  for  his  salvation, 
and  if  he  refuses  to  believe  it  he  cannot  be  saved.  But  for 
any  doctrine  to  be  declared  necessary  for  salvation  we  ask 
for  satisfactory  proof  that  it  was  so  taught  by  Christ  and 
his  Apostles.  Surely  if  Christ  had  intended  that  we  should 


197 


learn  our  religion  from  one  man  exclusively  He  would 
have  made  some  mention  of  it  ; but  we  are  unable  to  find 
any  such  instruction  in  the  New  Testament.  Is  it  possible 
to  believe  that  Christ,  before  He  ascended  to  Heaven, 
provided  the  Church  with  an  infallible  guide  to  all  truth, 
and  that  it  has  taken  her  1800  years  to  find  out  who  that 
guide  was  ? 

If  the  popes  have  really  been  endowed  with  this  gift 
of  infallibility,  where  was  tbe  need  for  assembling  Coun- 
cils of  Bishops  to  discuss  and  formulate  doctrine  ? Why 
were  not  these  important  matters  referred  at  once  to  the 
popes  for  decision  ? Why  did  not  the  popes,  if  they  were 
really  endowed  with  such  a wondrous  gift,  boldly  declare 
what  was  the  truth,  instead  of  allowing  Council  after 
Council  to  discuss  such  a vital  doctrine  as  the  deity  of 
Christ  without  coming  to  a satisfactory  decision  ? 

We  find  these  infallible  guides  strangely  silent  on 
numerous  occasions  when  they  should  have  boldly  spoken  out. 

The  controversy  about  Christ  roused  by  the 
The  Infallible  teaching  of  Paul  of  Samosata  agitated  the 
Guide  refuses  whole  Eastern  Church  for  years,  and  several 
to  guide.  Councils  had  to  meet  before  the  matter  was 
finally  settled.  The  case  was  determined 
without  the  pope  taking  any  part  in  it  whatever.  But  if 
he  infallibly  knew  that  was  the  truth,  and  if  he  really  was 
the  supreme  head  of  the  Church,  why  did  he  not  interfere, 
and  settle  the  quarrel  at  once?  If  Roman  Catholics  had 
originally  believed  that  the  Church  and  her  popes  were 
really  infallible  guides  they  would  never  have  referred  to 
Scripture  and  to  Tradition  to  prove  their  doctrines.  To 
do  so  would  have  been  superfluous.  We  find,  however, 
that  at  first  they  continually  referred  to  the  Scriptures  ; 
then  they  fell  back  on  Tradition  and  the  Unanimous  Con- 
sent of  the  Fathers.  When  these  failed  them  they  were 
compelled  to  search  for  a fresh  support,  and  fondly  hoped 
that  by  adopting  the  novel  doctrine  of  the  infallibility  of 
the  Church  and  of  her  popes  they  had  at  last  found  a rel- 
iable weapon  with  which  to  defend  their  claims.  The 
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history  of  the  Councils  and  of  the  popes  has  clearly  dem- 
onstrated how  utterly  unreliable  and  untrustworthy  this, 
new  weapon  is. 

The  claim  to  infallibility  was  not  put  forward  either 
for  the  Church  or  for  the  pope  at  the  Council  of  Trent, 
when  the  official  doctrines  of  the  Church  of  Rome  were 
authoritatively  decreed,  but  the  popes  have 
Claim  for  In-  acted  on  the  presumption  that  they  were 
fallibility  not  infallible.  The  practice  came  first,  and  the 
put  forward  theory  was  definitely  stated  in  1870  when 
at  Council  of  the  time  seemed  propitious.  If  the  voters 
Trent.  at  the  Council  of  1870  were  not  themselves 

infallible,  how  can  we  be  sure  that  they 
did  not  deceive  themselves  and  the  Church  when  they 
declared  the  pope  to  be  infallible  ? 

The  popes  claim  to  receive  divine  help,  guidance,  in- 
spiration, and  illumination,  which  enable  them  to  pro- 
claim the  truth  as  infallibly  as  Paul  and  Peter.  But  do 
they  authenticate  their  decisions  with  such  manifestations 
of  divine  power  and  with  miracles  as  did  the  apostles  ? 
An  infallible  guide  and  teacher  should  produce  unmistak- 
able credentials  and  proofs  that  he  is  infallible,  but  the 
credentials  proferred  by  the  Church  of  Rome  are  rejected 
as  worthless  by  half  of  Christendom.  History  has  shown 
clearly  that  the  Roman  Church  and  her  popes  have  erred 
many  times  in  the  past,  and  the  possibility,  nay,  the  pro- 
bability is  that  they  will  err  many  times  in  the  future. 

It  has  been  decreed  that  the  pope  is  infallible,  but 
with  admirable  discretion  he  has  not  made  use  of  his 
newly  acquired  prerogative.  Not  once  in  the  last  56 
years  has  he  made  use  of  his  gift  of  infallibility.  Many 
times  has  he  issued  Encyclical  Letters  and  directions  to 
the  Church  ; many  opportunities  have  occured  when  he 
might  have  spoken  and  used  the  great  gift  with  which 
the  Council  had  endowed  him  for  the  good  of  the  world  : 
but  he  has  refused  to  speak  ex  cathedra , even  when  by  so- 
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doing  he  might  have  prevented  the  Italian  nation  from 
following  the  lead  of  Mussolini,  and  committing  that  ter- 
rible outrage  on  hapless  Abysinnia,  in  1935-36,  which  was 
condemned  by  fifty  nations  at  Geneva. 


CHAPTER  XVII 

THE  DOCTRINE  OF  TRAN SUBSTANTIATION 

Rome  boasts  that  she  is  infallible  in  teaching  the  Truth, 
nevertheless  she  has  at  different  periods  of  her  history 
included  in  her  system  doctrines  which  cannot  be 
proved  from  the  Word  of  God,  and  certain  dogmas  which 
are  plainly  repugnant  to  that  Word.  Among  these  stands 
first  her  theory  of  Transubstantiation. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome  is  summed  up 
in  Article  V of  the  Creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV,  and  reads  as 
follows  : “I  profess,  likewise,  that  in  the 
Transubstan-  most  holy  Sacrament  of  the  Eucharist  there 
tiation  are  truly,  really,  and  substantially,  the  body 

Defined.  and  blood,  together  with  the  soul  and  divi- 

nity of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ:  and  that 
there  is  made  a conversion  of  the  whole  substance  of  the 
bread  into  the  body,  and  of  the  whole  substance  of  the 
wine  into  the  blood ; which  conversion  the  Catholic 
Church  calls  Transubstantiation.  I also  confess,  that 
under  either  kind  alone  Christ  is  received  whole  and 
entire.”  This  article  of  faith  was  based  on  the  findings  of 
the  Council  of  Trent,  which  decreed  that  “ Whosoever 
shall  deny,  that  in  the  most  holy  Sacrament  of  the 
Eucharist,  the  body  and  blood,  together  with  the  soul  and 
divinity,  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  consequently  the 
whole  of  Christ,  are  truly,  really  and  substantially  con- 
tained ; but  shall  say  that  they  are  there  only  symbolically, 
figuratively,  or  virtually;  let  him  be  accursed.”  By  this 
decree  the  Church  of  Rome  definitely  rejected  the  doctrine 
of  the  Early  Catholic  Church,  and  anathematized  those 
great  and  honoured  Fathers,  such  as  Tertullian,  Justin 
Martyr,  Augustine,  Chrysostom,  Jerome,  Eusebius, 
Theodoret,  and  a host  of  others  who  had  taught  and 
preached  it.  All  the  above  mentioned  Fathers  taught  that 
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Christ  was  received  in  the  sacrament  of  the  Eucharist  in  a 
spiritual  manner  only,  and  therefore  come  under  the  ana- 
thema of  Rome. 

With  this  decree  of  the  Council  of  Trent  and  the  Creed 
of  Pope  Pius  IV  proclaiming  the  faith  of  the  Church  of 
Rome,  we  are  not  surprised  to  find  the  following  state- 
ments in  the  Catechism,  pp.  103-106,  “ Q. — Do  the  priests 
have  authority  and  power  to  change  the  bread  and  wine 
into  the  body  and  blood  of  Jesus  Christ?  A. — Yes,  they 
have,  and  the  priests  do  this  holy  and  wonderful  work  at 
the  time  of  Mass.”  “ Q. — At  what  time  in  the  Mass 
does  the  body  and  blood  of  Jesus  Christ  become  present 
under  the  form  of  bread  and  wine  ? A. — At  the  time  when 
the  priest,  taking  the  bread  and  wine,  says  those  holy 
words  which  are  called  the  words  of  Consecration.  Under 
both  forms  of  bread  and  wine  Jesus  Christ,  with  all  his 
body,  blood,  spirit,  and  divinity,  is  present.” 

Father  Makair  endorses  all  that  his  brother  priest  has 
said,  for  in  his  “True  Christian,”  p.  73,  we  find  the  following: 
“ The  very  substance  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  comes  into 
the  substance  of  bread  and  wine,  and  He,  with  His  body 
and  blood  and  divinity,  remains  there  as  long  as  the  form 
of  bread  and  wine  remains.  This  holy  Sacra- 
The  Priest  ment  is  itself  Jesus  Christ  ” On  p.  72  he 
changes  bread  makes  the  following  amazing  statement : 
and  wine  into  “ The  priests  of  the  Catholic  Church  change 
body  and  blood  the  bread  into  the  body  of  our  Lord,  and 
the  wine  into  His  blood.”  Finding  it  hard 
to  believe  that  even  a Roman  priest  could  make  such  a 
daring  statement,  we  turn  to  the  Book  of  Prayer  used  in 
North  India  by  Roman  Catholics,  and  on  p.  16  we  find  : 
“ At  the  time  of  consecration  the  bread  and  wine,  through 
the  service  of  the  priest  ( priest  ki  khidmat  se),  are  changed 
into  the  body  and  blood  of  Jesus  Christ.”  and  on  p.  58 — 
“ At  this  time  (i.e.,  of  consecration)  the  priest  is  changing 
the  wine  into  the  precious  blood  of  our  Lord.”  Many 
other  similar  quotations  might  be  given,  but  these  are 
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•enough  to  show  what  is  being  taught  in  North  India  by 
the  priests  of  Rome.  Is  it  possible  to  believe,  even  though 
the  statement  has  the  approval  of  the  whole  Roman 
■Church,  its  popes  and  bishops  and  priests,  that  a mere 
man  has  such  authority  and  power  that  “ by  his  service  ” 
he  can  change  bread  and  wine  into  the  person  of  His  Lord? 
Is  it  possible  that  a mere  creature  can  produce  at  will  his 
Creator?  These  priests  assert  that  he  can,  and  their 
assertion  is  endorsed  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Bishop  of 
Lahore. 

This  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  is  certainly  not 
found  in  the  New  Testament,  nor  in  the  writings  of  the 
Lathers  of  the  Early  Church.  The  early  Christians  held 
that  the  bread  and  wine  were  types  or  representations  of 
the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  offered  upon  the  Cross  ; 
that  what  was  given  by  the  priest  and  received  by  the 
-communicant  was  bread,  and  nothing  but  bread  ; wine, 
and  nothing  but  wine  ; but  that  they  now  had  a special 
significance  and  use,  for  by  the  prayer  of  consecration  they 
had  been  set  apart  to  be  the  means  of  participation  by 
faith  in  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  (1  Cor.  x : 16). 
They  believed  that  the  eating  of  the  bread  and  drinking 
of  the  wine  in  faith  and  love  were  the  means  by  which  the 
recipient  appropriated  for  himself  Jesus  Christ  and  all 
the  benefits  of  His  death  and  passion.  They  learned  this 
doctrine  from  the  Apostles  and  from  those  who  followed 
them. 

The  Apostle  Paul  is  quite  definite  about  this.  He 
states  clearly  that  what  is  eaten  is  bread,  and  bread  only  : 

“ For  as  often  as  ye  eat  this  bread ye 

This  doctrine  proclaim  the  Lord’s  death  until  He  comes, 
is  contrary  to  Whosoever  shall  eat  the  bread  ....  unwor- 
Scripture.  thily  shall  be  guilty  of  the  body  of  the  Lord. 

Let  a man  prove  himself,  and  so  let  him  eat 
•of  the  bread  ” — 1 Cor.  ii : 26-28.  Four  times  does  St. 
Paul  describe  the  elements  after  consecration  as  “ bread 
and  wine,”  not  once  does  he  speak  of  them  as  “ flesh  and 
Blood.”  There  is  no  allusion  here  to  any  kind  of  change 
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or  transubstantiation  as  a result  of  the  prayer  of  consec- 
ration. 

The  following  quotations  from  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers  will  show  what  was  the  faith  of  the  Early  Church 
in  this  matter.  Tertullian,  writing  against  the  heretic 
Marcion  (lib.  4,  cap.  40),  says  : “ Christ,  taking  bread 
and  distributing  it  to  His  disciples,  made  it  His  body  by 
saying,  This  is  my  body,  that  is,  the  figure  of  my  body” 
(hoc  est  corpus  meum,  hoc  est,  figura  corporis  mei). 
Origen,  also  writing  against  the  Marcionites,  says  : “ If 
Christ,  as  they  say,  were  without  body  and  blood,  of 
what  kind  of  flesh,  or  of  what  body,  or  of  what  kind 
of  blood  did  he  give  the  bread  and  the  cup  to  be  images 
of,  when  He  commanded  his  disciples  to  make  a 
commemoration  of  them  ? ” Theodoret,  bishop  of  Cyrus 
in  Syria  (circa  A.  D.  420),  writes  that  “Christ,  in  the 
delivery  of  the  mysteries,  called  bread  His  body,  and 
that  which  was  mixed  (in  the  cup)  His  blood.  He 
changed  the  names,  and  gave  to  the  body  the  name 
of  the  symbol  (or  sign),  and  to  the  symbol  the  name  of  the 

body This  most  holy  food  is  a symbol  and  type 

of  those  things  whose  names  it  beareth Christ  changed 

not  the  nature  of  the  bread.”  In  his  Dial.  1 and  2 he 
writes : “ After  the  consecration  the  mystical  signs  do 

not  cast  off  their  own  proper  nature ; for  they  remain 
still  in  their  former  substance,  form,  and  kind.”  Tatian, 
who  later  on  founded  the  sect  of  Encratites,  writes  : 
“ Having  taken  the  bread,  then  afterwards  the  wine,  and 
testified  it  to  be  His  body  and  blood,  He  commanded 
them  to  eat  and  drink  thereof ; forasmuch  as  it  was  the 
memorial  of  His  future  passion  and  death.”  Jerome,  in 
his  book  against  Jovinian,  Book  2,  writes  that  “ Christ 
did  not  offer  water,  but  wine,  for  the  type  of  His  blood.” 
(adv.  Jovin.  lib.  ii).  Eusebius,  bishop  of  Caesarea,  314 
writes:  “Our  Saviour  delivered  to  His  disciples  the 
symbols  of  His  divine  dispensation,  commanding  them  to 
make  the  image  of  His  own  body,”  and  “appointing 
them  to  use  bread  as  the  symbol  of  His  body.”  In 
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another  place  he  writes  : “ We  celebrate  upon  the  Lord’s 
Table  the  memory  of  His  sacrifice,  by  the  symbols  of 
His  body  and  blood.”  Augustine,  commenting  on  Psalm 
3,  writes  of  “That  banquet,  wherein  He 
It  is  contrary  commended  and  delivered  unto  his 
to  the  teach-  disciples  the  figure  of  His  body  (Dominus 
ing  of  the  figuram  corporis  sui  discipulis  com- 
Fathers.  mendavit  et  tradidit);  ” and  in  Tract  59  on 

the  Gospel  of  John,  he  says  : “ The  Lord  i 
did  not  hesitate  to  say,  This  is  My  body,  when  he  gave  ] 
them  the  sign  of  His  body  ; ” and  elsewhere  he  writes  : i 
“ The  bread  is  called  the  body  of  Christ,  that  is  to  say,  s 
the  bread  signifieth  the  body  of  Christ.”  Writing  on  1 
Psalm  98  he  refers  to  Christ  as  speaking  on  this  matter  : 
“You  shall  not  eat  of  this  body,  nor  drink  that  blood  , 
which  they  will  shed  who  will  crucify  Me.  I have  , 
commanded  a certain  sacrament  unto  you,  that  being  < 
spiritually  understood  will  quicken  you.”  From  his  work  [ 
on  1 Cor.  xi,  concerning  the  Sacrament,  Lib.  IV.  Cap.  , 
IV  and  V the  following  are  extracts  : “ In  eating  , 

and  drinking  we  signify  the  body  and  blood  that  were  ^ 

offered  for  us Thou  receivest  the  sacrament  for  a c 

similitude  and  a likeness  ...  It  is  a figure  of  the  body  and  ^ 
blood  of  our  Lord  . . . Thou  drinkest  the  likeness  of  the  ,, 
precious  blood.”  In  his  commentary  on  John  6,  Tract  c 
26,  he  writes : “ Prepare  not  your  mouths  but  prepare  J; 

your  hearts.  To  believe  in  Christ,  that  is  the  eating  of  the  j 
bread  of  life.”  Macarius  (325)  in  his  Homily  27,  writes  that  : ( 
“ In  the  Church  is  offered  bread  and  wine,  the  type  of  His  j 
flesh  and  blood  ; and  they  which  are  partakers  of  the  visible  # 
bread  do  spiritually  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Lord.”  Ambrose 
wrote  : “In  eating  and  drinking  we  signify  the  body  „ 
and  blood  that  was  offered  for  us.  Thou  receivest  the 
Sacrament  for  a similitude  or  for  a likeness.  It  is  a figure 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  our  Lord  ; thou  drinkest  the  1 
likeness  of  the  precious  blood.”  Chrysostom  writes  : “ The  ' 
nature  or  substance  of  the  bread  (after  the  words  of 
consecration)  remaineth  still  in  the  Sacrament  ; in  the  ' 
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holy  vessels  is  contained  not  the  very  blood  of  Christ 
itself,  but  a mystery  or  sacrament  of  His  body.”  (In 
vasis  Sanctificatis  non  est  ipsum  corpus  Christi,  sed 
| mysterium  corporis  ejus  continetur).  (Chrysos.  in  Matt, 
j Horn.  II).  Cyril  is  very  clear  that  the  words  of 
consecration  do  not  change  the  elements  : “ Christ 

gave  unto  His  disciples,  believing  in  Him,  pieces  of  bread.” 
(Credentibus  discipulis  fragmenta  panis  dedit).  (Cyril 
on  John.  Lib.  IV,  Cap.  xxiv).  In  this  matter  the 
Fathers  are  undoubtedly  unanimous  in  their  teaching  that 
the  bread  and  wine  are  types,  images,  signs,  figures, 
symbols,  similitudes  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ. 
Not  one  speaks  of  the  substance  being  transubstantiated. 

We  come  now  to  the  evidence  of  the  bishops  of  Rome, 
viz., — Pope  Gelasius,  (492-496),  who,  writing  against 
the  heretic  Eutyches,  makes  the  following  statement : 
“The  sacraments  which  we  receive  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ  are  a divine  thing,  by  means  whereof  we 
are  made  partakers  of  the  divine  nature  ; and  yet  the  sub- 
stance or  nature  of  bread  and  wine  doth  not  cease  to  be.” 
This  is  a statement  of  a bishop  of  Rome,  and  the  present- 
day  belief  of  Romanists  is  that  these  bishops  were  infalli- 
ble when  speaking  of  faith  and  morals.  Gelasius  says  : 
“ The  substance  or  nature  of  bread  and  wine  doth  not 
cease  to  be  yet  Pope  Pius  IV  affirms  that  “ the  whole 
substance  of  the  bread  is  changed  into  the  body,  and  the 
whole  substance  of  the  wine  is  changed  into  the  blood  of 
Christ.”  Which  of  these  two  infallible  guides  is  correct? 
They  cannot  both  be  right,  for  they  plainly  contradict  one 
another. 

Coming  to  a still  later  date  we  find  that  the  Emperor 
Charles  was  much  perturbed  about  this  new  theory 
; of  transubstantiation  which  had  appeared  in  the  Church, 
and  he  appealed  to  Bertram  Ratrannus,  a learned  monk 
' of  Corby,  to  settle  the  matter  for  his  subjects.  Bertram 
. j wrote.  “ The  bread  and  the  wine  are  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ  figuratively.  As  regards  the  substance  of  the 
creatures,  that  which  they  were  before  consecration,  the 
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same  are  they  also  afterwards.  They  are  called  the 
Lord’s  body  and  the  Lord’s  blood,  because  they  take  the 
name  of  the  thing  of  which  they  are  a sacrament.”  The 
above  extracts  show  clearly  what  was  the  belief  of  the 
Apostolic  and  Catholic  Church.  The  bread  and  the 
wine  were  symbols,  figures  of  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ.  The  substance  of  the  bread  and  wine  was  not 
changed  at  the  consecration,  but  remained  the  same, 
and  the  believing  recipient,  partaking  of  the  bread  and 
wine,  by  faith  received  Jesus  Christ  in  a spiritual  manner.  , 

Roman  Catholics  charge  us  with  trying  to  explain 
away  the  meaning  of  the  words  “This  is  my  body”  I 
when  we  say  that  they  mean  “ This  represents  my  body,”  1 
and  they  proudly  claim  that  “We  Roman  Catholics  take  < 
the  words  of  Jesus  Christ  just  as  He  spoke  them.  He  1 
said  : “This  is  my  body,  and  therefore  the  bread  we  receive  i 
at  the  Mass  is  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  nothing  else.”  1 
We  reply  that  Roman  Catholics  are  very  inconsistent  t 
in  their  interpretation  of  Scripture  ; when  it  suits  their  > 
purpose  they  understand  and  interpret  words  in  their  i 
literal  sense,  and  in  other  cases  receive  and  explain  them  l 
figuratively.  They  insist  on  a literal  interpretation  of  t 
the  words  “This  is  my  body  ; this  is  my  blood.”  Christ  2 
also  said  : “I  am  the  vine  ; I am  the  light  of  the  world  ; ( 
I am  the  door ; ” do  they  also  believe  that  these  words  too 
are  to  be  understood  literally,  and  that  Christ  is  actually  . 
and  indeed  a vine,  a light,  a door  ? Surely  He  was 
using  figurative  language,  and  meant  His  words  to  be 
understood  in  a figurative  sense  when  He  said  : “I  am  the 
true  vine,”  for  He  goes  on  to  say  : “Ye  are  the  branches”  1 
(John  xv  : 5).  In  using  these  expressions  He  could  only 
mean  that  the  vine,  light,  and  door  represented  Him  1 
and  what  He  stood  for.  In  the  same  way  this  bread 
represents  His  body,  and  the  wine  His  blood.  Scripture 
is  full  of  this  symbolic  language,  and  no  one  dreams  ( 
of  taking  it  literally. 

It  seems  impossible  to  believe  that  our  Lord  meant  tl 
His  words,  “This  is  my  body,”  to  be  understood  in  • 
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a literal  sense  ; it  simply  could  not  be,  for  He  was  standing 
there  whole  before  them.  He  did  not  give  His  whole 
body  to  each  of  the  Apostles.  What  He  gave  to  the 
Apostles  to  eat  was  that  which  He  had  broken  before 
their  eyes.  What  he  broke  was  that  which  He  had 
taken,  and  we  read  (St.  Mark  xiv : 22)  that  “ He  took 
bread  ....  and  gave  to  them,”  and  of  this  bread  He 
said,  “ This  is  my  body.”  According  to  Roman  teaching 
He  did  not  give  them  bread,  because  that  bread,  each 
crumb  of  it,  by  the  words  of  consecration,  had  been 
transubstantiated  into  a whole  Christ,  with  all  of  His 
body,  blood,  soul,  and  divinity.  The  Catechism  of  the 
Council  of  Trent  goes  still  further  and  adds,  “ bones 
and  nerves.”  Our  intellect  rebels  at  such  teaching.  The 
Roman  Gratian  also  writes  : “ This  is  impossible  that 
the  bread  should  be  the  body  of  Christ,”  and  Cardinal 
Bellarmine  endorses  this  when  he  says  : “ It  cannot  be 
that  bread  should  be  the  body  of  Christ.”  In  1 Cor. 
x:  16,  St.  Paul  refers  to  “the  bread  which  we  break” 
in  this  holy  sacrament.  We  can  and  do  break  the  bread, 
but  we  certainly  cannot  break  the  body  of  Christ,  for 
that  is  in  Heaven.  See  Luke  xxiv  : 51  ; Matt,  xxiv  : 
26-27  ; Acts  i : 9-11  ; Acts  iii  : 20-21  ; Eph.  i : 20-23  ; 
Col.  iii : 1 ; Rev.  i:  7. 

When  Christ  rose  from  the  dead  His  body  was  made 
immortal  ; being  raised  from  the  dead  He  dieth  no  more  ; 
death  no  more  hath  dominion  over  Him  (Rom.  vi  : 9) ; 
it  is  no  more  subject  to  suffering  or  corruption.  But 
that  which  is  offered  in  the  Mass  is  temporal ; it  is 
not  everlasting ; it  is  offered  as  a sacrifice  daily  on 
thousands  of  altars ; it  is  corruptible,  according  to  the 
teaching  of  the  Roman  Church. 

As  regards  the  words  “This  is  my  blood,”  our  Lord 
could  not  have  intended  that  they  should  be  understood 
literally,  for  in  St.  Luke’s  account  of  the  Institution 
the  wine  before  consecration  is  called  by  Christ  “ this 
fruit  of  the  vine,”  and  in  St.  Matthew’s  account,  after 
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the  consecration  Christ  still  speaks  of  it  as  “ this  fruit 
of  the  vine.”  He  does  not  say  “this 
blood.”  Evidently  no  change  took  place 
at  that  first  institution  of  the  Lord’s 
Supper.  When  He  said,  “ Drink  ye  all  of 
this.”  He  could  not  have  meant  them  to 
drink  literal  blood,  for  that  was  forbidden 
by  the  Levi  deal  Law.  Lev.  m : 17  ; Acts  xv  : 20.  Christ 
says,  “it  is  the  fruit  of  the  vine;”  Rome  says  “it  is 
blood  ; ” — which  are  we  to  believe? 


No  Change 
took  place  in 
the  Elements 
at  the  first 
Institution. 


The  Fathers  certainly  taught  that  it  was  wine- 
Chrysostom,  preaching  on  Matt.  Horn.  83,  said  : “ Our 
Lord,  when  He  delivered  this  mystery,  delivered  wine  . . . 
for  so  He  said,  “ Of  the  fruit  of  the  vine.”  Cyprian, 
in  his  Lib.  ii : Epist.  3.  writes  : “We  find  it  was  wine  that 
our  Lord  called  His  blood.” 

It  was  not  until  the  ninth  century  that  the  doctrine  of 
Transubstantiation  took  root  in  the  Church,  although 
Ambrose  had  suggested  that  at  the  consecration  a change 
It  was  un-  mi&ht  take  place  in  the  substance  of  the 
k - " elements.  But  even  in  the  ninth  century  the 

Fart  rh.  r/'h  doctrine  was  not  generally  held  in  the 

^ ' Church.  It  was  introduced  into  England 

in  the  eleventh  century  by  Archbishop  Lanfranc,  but  even 
then  many  expressed  considerable  doubt  about  it.  It  was 
at  length  imposed  on  the  Church  as  an  article  of  Faith  by 
the  fourth  Council  of  Lateran,  1215,  under  Pope  Innocent 
III,  but  without  any  warrant  of  Holy  Scripture.  The 
decree  passed  reads  as  follows  : “The  body  and  blood  of 
Jesus  Christ  are  truly  contained  under  the  forms  of  bread 
and  wine ; the  bread  being  transubstantiated  into  the 
body,  and  the  wine  into  the  blood,  by  the  power  of  God.” 
For  the  first  time  in  twelve  hundred  years  this  became  the 
authorized  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 


Johannes  Duns  Scotus,  professor  of  Divinity  at  Oxford, 
at  the  beginning  of  the  fourteenth  century,  stated  that  the 
Church  had  not  always  held  that  the  doctrine  must  be 
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believed  as  necessary  to  salvation ; and  Cardinal  Bellar- 
mine,  writing  about  the  Sacrament  in  Book  III,  Chapter 
23,  says  : “ For  Scotus  . . . says  there  is  no  passage  in 
Scripture  so  express  as  to  compel  the  admission  of  Tran- 
substantiation  without  the  declaration  of  the  Church, 
and  this  is  not  wholly  improbable.”  The  statement  of 
Cardinal  Cameracensis  that  “ Transubstantiation  cannot 
be  proved  from  Holy  Writ  ” is  interesting,  and  it  is 
endorsed  by  Cardinal  Roffensis  and  Cardinal  Cajetan. 
Cardinal  Bellarmine,  writing  on  John  vi : 54,  states  that 
Cardinals  Cusanus,  Cajetan,  Tapper,  Hessel,  Jansenus  and 
others  all  agree  in  interpreting  the  words  “ eating  His  flesh 
and  drinking  His  blood  ” to  mean  simply  believing  on 
Christ  and  accepting  Him  as  Lord. 

The  decree  passed  in  1215  was  enlarged  and  endorsed 
by  the  Council  of  Trent.  Pope  Innocent  had  stated  that 
the  change  of  the  elements  was  effected  “by  the  power  of 

„ God,”  but  this  did  not  satisfy  the  growing 

Ihe  Roman  , . ’ r .,  ’ ° 

nvipst  “makoe”  deSlre  for  m°re  Power  on  the  Part  of  the 
£krjst  priests  and  bishops  of  Rome,  so  the  doc- 

l'  trine  was  again  altered,  and  we  now  read 

that  the  change  in  the  elements  takes  place  “ through 
the  service  of  the  priest.”  Vide  the  Book  of  Catholic 
Worship,  IV  Ed.,  p.  16.  “When  at  the  consecration 
the  bread  and  wine,  through  the  service  of  the  priest, 
( priest  ki  khidmat  se)  are  changed  into  the  body  and 
blood  of  Jesus  Christ  ...”  This  claim  “ to  make  Christ” 
was  put  forward  by  the  Roman  Archbishop  Katschthalen 
in  a pastoral  address,  in  1915,  when  he  said  that  the 
priest  “ can  not  only  make  Christ  present  at  the  altar, 
confine  Him  in  the  tabernacle,  and  take  Him  therefrom 
again  for  the  benefit  of  the  faithful : he  can  offer  Him,  the 
Son  of  God  become  man,  as  a sacrifice  for  the  living  and 
the  dead.  Christ,  the  only-begotten  Son  of  God  the 
Father,  by  whom  heaven  and  earth  are  created,  who 
maintains  all  the  universe,  is  at  the  disposal  of  the  Catho- 
lic priest.”  Today  the  claim  is  reiterated  by  the  priests 
of  Rome  in  North  India.  Fr.  Makair  writes  : “ The 
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Lord  Jesus  Christ  said  to  His  Apostles — “ Do  this  in  remem- 
brance of  Me,”  that  is,  change  the  bread  and  wine  into 
My  body  and  blood.” — True  Christian,  p.  74 ; and  on 
p.  72  he  asserts  that  “ The  priests  of  the  Catholic  Church 
change  the  bread  into  the  body  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
and  the  wine  into  His  blood.”  Why  are  not  these  priests 
consistent  in  their  teaching?  Do  they  not  know  that 
Pope  Gelasius  taught  that  after  the  consecration  “It 
ceaseth  not  to  be  the  substance  and  nature  of  bread  and 
wine?  ” 


The  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  was  definitely 
rejected  by  the  Church  of  England  in  the  sixteenth  century. 
She  then  formulated  the  doctrine  she  had  received  from 
the  Primitive  Church  in  her  XXVIII  Arti- 
cle of  Religion,  which  is  as  follows  : — “ The 
Supper  of  the  Lord  is  not  only  a sign  of  the 
love  that  Christians  ought  to  have  among 
themselves  one  to  another  : but  rather  is  a 
Sacrament  of  our  Redemption  by  Christ’s  death  ; inso- 
much that  to  such  as  rightly,  worthily,  and  with  faith, 
receive  the  same,  the  bread  which  we  break  is  a partaking 
of  the  Body  of  Christ ; and  likewise  the  Cup  of  Blessing 
is  a partaking  of  the  Blood  of  Christ. 


It  was  reject- 
ed by  the 
English 
Church. 


“ Transubstantiation  (or  the  change  of  the  substance 
of  the  Bread  and  Wine)  in  the  Supper  of  the  Lord,  cannot 
be  proved  by  Holy  Writ  ; but  is  repugnant  to  the  plain 
words  of  Scripture,  overthrowing  the  nature  of  a Sacra- 
ment, and  hath  given  occasion  to  many  superstitions. 

“ The  Body  of  Christ  is  given,  taken,  and  eaten,  in  the 
Supper,  only  after  an  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner.  And 
the  means  whereby  the  Body  of  Christ  is  received  and 
eaten  in  the  Supper  is  Faith. 

“The  Sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  was  not  by 
Christ’s  ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up,  or 
worshipped.” 

Our  Lord,  when  he  wished  to  prove  to  His  disciples 
that  He  was  alive  and  present  before  them,  said : “ See 
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my  hands  and  my  feet,  that  it  is  I myself ; handle  me,  and' 
see  ; for  a spirit  hath  not  flesh  and  blood,  as  ye  behold  me 
having.”  The  Roman  Church  does  not  dare  apply  that 
test  to  the  consecrated  elements.  She  asserts  that  each 
crumb  of  bread  and  each  drop  of  wine  is  a whole  Christ 
— body,  blood,  soul,  divinity,  bones  and  nerves.  These 
are  her  own  words.  When  our  senses  of  taste,  feeling, 
hearing,  touching,  seeing,  all  decline  to  accept  her  state- 
ment, she  evades  the  difficulty  by  saying  that  it  is  the 
substance  that  is  changed,  the  accidents  of  the  bread 
and  wine  remain  ; but  this  in  direct  opposition  to  the 
statement  of  Pope  Gelasius  that  the  substance  is  not 
changed.  She  offers  us  no  proof  of  her  statement  that  the 
elements  are  transubstantiated,  and  calmly  ignores  the 
fact  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  teaching  of  the  Apostles,  of 
the  Fathers,  and  of  the  whole  Catholic  Church  of  the  first 
nine  centuries.  Be  they  ever  so  thoroughly  confuted, 
the  priests  of  Rome  still  hold  to  this  doctrine  ; defeated 
they  may  be,  but  reform  themselves  they  will  not,  for  on 
this  doctrine,  and  its  natural  consequence,  the  sacrifice  of 
the  Mass  for  the  living  and  the  dead,  they  have  built  up 
the  theory  of  the  indispensibility  of  the  priest,  that  apart 
from  him  and  his  ministry  there  can  be  no  salvation. 

Because  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantia- 


Reasons  for 
rejecting  the 
Doctrine. 


tion  is  neither  Catholic  nor  Apostolic  we 
reject  it,  as 

1. — -There  is  no  trace  of  it  in  the  New 
Testament,  rather  is  it  repugnant  to  the  plain  words  of 
Scripture. 

2.  — It  was  not  the  teaching  of  the  Primitive  Church. 
Except  for  one  reference  by  Ambrose,  there  is  no  trace  of 
the  dogma  in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers. 

3.  — It  was  not  generally  taught  in  the  Church  until 
the  ninth  century,  and  was  not  officially  declared  to  be  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church  till  1215.. 

4.  — -It  is  undoubtedly  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of 
Rome,  but  Rome  has  no  authority  to  legislate  for  or  to 
dictate  to  the  whole  Catholic  Church. 
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5 — The  creature  cannot  create  his  Creator,  and  the 
priest  “ by  his  service  ” cannot  change  the  elements  of 
bread  and  wine  into  the  body  and  blood  of  our  Lord,  al- 
though he  claims  to  be  able  to  do  this. 

6.  — The  doctrine  is  opposed  to  common  sense.  Our 
Lord  ascended  into  heaven,  and  is  at  the  right  hand  of 
God,  and  His  body  cannot  also  be  on  a thousand  altars  at 
one  and  the  same  time.  We  celebrate  the  sacrament 
“ till  He  comes.” 

7.  — The  doctrine  leads  to  idolatry,  to  the  worship  of 
the  consecrated  elements  of  bread  and  wine,  and  to  many 
other  practices  which  the  Catholic  Church  has  rejected  as 
being  unscriptural  and  superstitious. 

8.  — The  belief  in  Transubstantiation  prepares  the  way 
for  the  service  of  the  Mass,  in  which  the  priest  is  supposed 
to  “ offer  to  God  a true,  proper,  and  propitiatory  sacrifice 
for  the  living  and  the  dead,”  concerning  which  the  Church 
of  England,  in  her  Article  XXXI,  says:  “Wherefore 
the  sacrifices  of  Masses,  in  the  which  it  was  commonly- 
said,  that  the  priest  did  offer  Christ  for  the  quick  and  the 
dead,  to  have  remission  of  pain  and  guilt,  were  blasphe- 
mous fables  and  dangerous  conceits.” 


CHAPTER  XVIII 


THE  HOLY  COMMUNION  OF  THE  CATHOLIC 
AND  APOSTOLIC  CHURCH  AND  THE 
ROMAN  MASS 

We  who  are  members  of  the  Church  of  England  or 
of  its  daughter  Church,  the  Church  of  India,  Burma  and 
Ceylon,  are  also  members  of  the  Holy  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church  founded  by  Jesus  Christ  and  His 
Apostles,  and  as  such  we  celebrate  the  Holy  Communion 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  Primitive  Church,  and 
as  it  was  ordained  by  Christ  Himself.  Romanists  also 
claim  to  be  members  of  the  Catholic  Church,  and  they 
celebrate  the  'Holy  Communion,  which  they  more 
commonly  describe  as  the  Mass,  after  the  Roman  custom  ; 
but  when  we  compare  their  service  of  the  Mass  with 
our  service  of  Holy  Communion  a very  big  difference 
appears,  both  in  doctrine  and  in  practice. 

In  the  New  Testament  there  are  four  passages  whiqh 
refer  to  the  institution  of  the  Holy 
Institution  of  Communion,  or  the  Lord's  Supper,  as 
Holy  it  is  often  called,  viz  : — St.  Matt,  xxvi : 

Communion.  26-29  ; St.  Mark,  xiv  : 22-24 ; St.  Luke 
xxii : 19-20  ; 1 Cor.  xi  : 23-28  ; and  in 
each  passage  our  blessed  Lord’s  instruction  is  : “Eat 
and  drink  in  remembrance  of  Me.”  From  this  we  learn 
that  the  Holy  Communion  is  primarily  a Memorial  Feast, 
in  which  we  gratefully  remember  our  Lord,  and  His 
death  on  our  behalf. 

The  Holy  Communion  is  also  a means  whereby 
we  hold  communion  with  the  living 
The  doctrine  Christ,  and  by  faith  appropriate  all  the 
of  the  Church  benefits  of  His  Cross  and  passion  and  sacri- 
of  England.  fice.  We  receive  Him  into  our  hearts,  and 
become  partakers  of  the  Divine  nature.  We 
are  taught  that  if  we  “ with  a true  penitent  heart  and 
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living  faith  receive  that  holy  Sacrament,  we  spiritually  eat 
the  flesh  of  Christ  and  drink  His  blood  ; we  dwell  in  Christ 
and  Christ  in  us ; we  are  one  with  Christ,  and  Christ 
with  us.”  It  is  the  Sacrament  of  Communion  with 
Christ,  whereby  we  become  one  with  Him,  so  that 
“by  the  merits  and  death  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  through 
faith  in  His  blood,  we  and  all  the  whole  Church  obtain 
remission  of  our  sins,  and  all  other  benefits  of  His  pas- 
sion.” In  humble  thanksgiving  for  all  these  blessings 
“ we  offer  and  present  ourselves,  our  souls  and  bodies,  to 
be  a reasonable,  holy  and  living  sacrifice  unto  God.” 
There  is  no  mention  in  the  service  books  of  the  Church 
of  England  and  of  India  of  the  Holy  Communion  being  a 
sacrifice  for  sin. 


In  the  New  Testament  it  is  recorded  that  our  Lord 
offered  Himself,  once  for  all,  a sacrifice  for  the  sins  of  His 
Th  people.  That  sacrifice  was  a perfect  one, 

f ru  . . and  cannot  be  repeated.  See  Heb.  vii  : 

. , 26-27  ; Heb.  ix  : 11,  12,  25-28  ; Heb.  x : 

. , 10-13,  26.  The  doctrine  of  the  Churches 

" ‘ of  England  and  India  is  the  same  as  that 

of  Holy  Scripture.  For  example,  the  Prayer  of  Consecra- 
tion in  the  Prayer  Book  reads  as  follows:  “Almighty 
God,  our  heavenly  Father,  Who  of  Thy  tender  mercy 
didst  give  thine  only  begotten  son  Jesus  Christ  to  suffer 
death  upon  the  cross  for  our  redemption  ; who  made 
there  (by  his  one  oblation  of  himself  once  offered)  a 
full,  perfect,  and  sufficient  sacrifice,  oblation,  and  satis- 
faction, for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  ; and  did  institute* 
and  in  his  holy  Gospel  command  us  to  continue  a perpetual 
memory  of  that  his  precious  death,  until  his  coming  again.” 
Article  XXXI  of  the  Church  of  England  teaches  the  same 
doctrine : “ The  offering  of  Christ  once  made  is  that  perfect 
redemption,  propitiation,  and  satisfaction,  for  all  the  sins 
of  the  whole  world,  both  original  and  actual ; and  there  is 


none  other  satisfaction  for  sin,  but  that  alone.” 

In  their  Creeds  and  Collects,  in  their  Catechisms 
and  Articles  of  Religion  the  Church  of  England  and 


215 


the  Church  of  India  are  emphatic  in  their  teaching  that 
through  the  death  of  Jesus  Christ  mankind  was  redeemed 
once  for  all ; that  perfect  sacrifice  cannot  be  repeated  ; 
there  is  no  other  sacrifice  for  sin  ; of  this  sacrifice  the 
sacrament  of  Holy  Communion  is  a memorial  ; and 
this  is  in  the  closest  accord  with  the  faith  and  teaching  of 
the  Catholic  Church  of  the  first  eight  centuries. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Roman  Mass  is  something  quite 
different  to  this.  As  stated  in  the  Creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV  it 
is  as  follows  : “I  profess  that  in  the  Mass  there  is  offered 
to  God  a true,  proper,  and  propitiatory  sacrifice  for  the 
living  and  the  dead.”  According  to  this 
The  Roman  the  Mass,  or  the  Eucharist  as  it  is  some- 
Mass  is  a times  called,  is  not  only  a Sacrament,  but  is 

Sacrifice.  also  a Sacrifice.  Fr.  S.  J.  Smith,  S.J., 

writes  : “ The  Eucharist  was  intended  by 

Christ  to  be  not  only  a Sacrament,  but  also  a Sacrifice,” 
and  in  the  Book  of  Catholic  Worship,  IV  Ed.,  p.  17,  we 
read  : “ The  sacrifice  of  Calvary  and  the  sacrifice  of  the 

Mass  is  one  and  the  same.”  This  is  endorsed  in  the  “ True 
Christian,”  p.  76  : “ The  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  verily 

and  indeed  the  sacrifice  which  was  offered  on  the  Cross.” 

We  would  here  point  out  that  if  the  Holy  Commun- 
ion, the  Eucharist,  or  the  Mass — call  it  what  you  will — is 
a Sacrament,  then  it  cannot  also  be  a Sacrifice.  In  a sacra- 
ment there  is  something  given  by  God  to  the  recipient, 
but  a sacrifice  is  something  which  the  worshipper  offers  to 
God.  The  Sacrament  of  the  Holy  Communion  is  the 
Christ-appointed  Memorial  of  the  Sacrifice  on  Calvary. 
It  cannot  be  a memorial  of  that  Sacrifice,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  very  Sacrifice  of  which  it  is  a memorial.  Yet  the 
Roman  teaching  is  that  “ The  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is 
verily  and  indeed  the  sacrifice  which  was  offered  on  the 
Cross.”  If  it  is  a sacrament  it  cannot  be  a sacrifice  ; if  it 
be  a sacrifice  it  cannot  be  a sacrament. 

If  the  first  Holy  Communion  celebrated  by  Christ  in 
the  Upper  Room  was  a sacrifice  for  sin — as  Romanists 
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assert — then  Christ’s  death  on  the  cross  was  quite  unneces- 
sary. In  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  we  read  : “ Now 

once  in  the  end  of  the  world  hath  Christ  appeared  to  put 
away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  Himself.  Christ  was  once 
offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many.  By  the  which  will  we  are 
sanctified  through  the  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ 
once  for  all.  By  His  own  blood  He  entered  in  once  into 
the  holy  place,  having  obtained  eternal  redemption  for  us. 
This  man,  after  He  had  offered  one  sacrifice  for  sins  for 
ever,  sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of  God,  for  by  one  offer- 
ing He  hath  perfected  for  ever  them  that  are  sanctified.” 
In  all  these  passages  there  is  mention  of  only  one  sacrifice, 
the  sacrifice  of  Christ  on  the  cross,  which  was  offered  once 
and  once  only  ; that  sacrifice  being  perfect  and  complete, 
cannot  be  repeated,  and  therefore  we  are  not  surprised  to 
read  that  the  Church  of  England,  in  her  Article  XXXI, 
states  that  “ the  sacrifice  of  Masses,  in  which  it  was 
commonly  said,  that  the  priest  did  offer  Christ  for  the 
quick  and  the  dead,  to  have  remission  of  pain  and  guilt, 
were  blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous  deceits.”  We 
read  in  the  Scriptures  of  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  on  the 
cross  ; we  read  that  Christians  are  to  present  their  bodies 
as  living  sacrifices  unto  God  (Rom.  xii  : 1)  ; we  read  that 
prayer  is  a sacrifice,  that  praise  is  a sacrifice,  but  we  do 
not  read  of  any  sacrifice  of  the  Mass.  That  sacrifice  is  an 
invention  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

Every  time  the  priest  says  Mass  he  claims  to  offer 
Christ  as  a sacrifice  for  sin.  As  the  Mass  is  said  daily, 
there  is  a continual  repetition  of  that  sacrifice  which 
Christ  offered  once  for  all,  and  which  He  Himself  declared 
to  be  finished.  Yet  every  day,  on  thousands  of  altars, 
Rome  claims  to  offer  that  same  sacrifice.  In  Heb.  x:  11, 
we  read  of  those  priests  who  stand  daily,  and  offer  often- 
times the  same  sacrifice,  such  sacrifices  which  can  never 
take  away  sins.  The  writer  of  the  Epistle  shows  that  such 
sacrifices,  because  they  had  to  be  repeated  continually, 
were  clearly  imperfect,  they  did  not  take  away  sin.  We 
offer  for  consideration  the  following  syllogisms  : — 
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(a)  A Sacrifice  which  is  repeatedly  offered 

cannot  take  away  sins. — Heb.  x : 11. 
Sacrifice  of  The  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  repeatedly 
Mass  cannot  offered. 

take  away  sin.  Therefore  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  cannot 
take  away  sins. 

( b ) Sacrifices  which  are  continually  offered 

cannot  make  the  comers  thereunto 
perfect. — Heb.  x : 1. 

The  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  offered  continually. 
Therefore  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  cannot  make  the 
comers  thereunto  perfect. 

Rome  teaches  that  the  sacrifice  of  Calvary  and  the  sacri- 
fice of  the  Mass  is  one  and  the  same,  with  this  difference 
only  that  in  the  Mass  the  sacrifice  is  an  unbloody  one, 
there  is  no  shedding  of  blood.  In  Lev.  xvii : 11  it  is 
written  : “It  is  the  blood  that  maketh  atonement  by 
reason  of  the  life,”  and  in  Heb.  ix  : 22  it  is  stated  that 
“All  things  are  cleansed  with  blood,  and  apart  from 
shedding  of  blood  there  is  no  remission.” 

(c)  Without  the  shedding  of  the  blood  of  the  sacri- 
fice there  is  no  remission  of  sins. — Heb. 
ix  : 22. 

There  is  no  shedding  of  blood  in  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Mass. 

Therefore  in  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  there  is 
no  remission  of  sins. 

Thus  from  the  plain  words  of  Holy  Scripture  and 
logical  reasoning  we  arrive  at  three  conclusions : 

1.  The  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  cannot  take  away  sins. 

2.  The  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  cannot  make  the  comers 
thereunto  perfect. 

3.  In  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  there  is  no  remission 
of  sins. 

The  doctrine  and  practice  of  the  Mass  contradicts  the 
teaching  of  the  Word  of  God.  For  example,  we  read  that 
“We  are  sanctified  through  the  offering  of  the  body 
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of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all.”  To  keep  on  repeating  that 
Doctrine  of  offering,  as  the  priest  is  supposed  to  do 


Mass  is 
Contrary  to 
Scripture. 


in  the  Mass,  is  to  declare  that  His  sacri- 
fice on  the  cross  did  not  sanctify  us  once  for 
all.  In  Heb.  ix  : 25-28  the  writer  shows 
that  if  Christ  was  often  offered  as  a sacrifice, 
He  must  have  often  suffered.  The  Roman  priest  claims  to 
offer  Christ  daily  as  a sacrifice  for  sin.  If  that  claim  is 
true  then  the  priest  causes  his  Lord  to  suffer  daily.  If  He 
is  offered  often,  then  He  must  often  suffer.  If  He  does 
not  suffer,  as  the  priest  states,  then  He  cannot  be  offered. 
The  writer  of  Hebrews  clearly  states  that  Christ  was  once 
offered  to  bear  the  sins  of  many,  and  that  there  remaineth 
no  more  sacrifice  for  sin.  Therefore,  according  to  Scripture, 
whatever  sacrifice  the  priest  may  offer  in  the  Mass,  it 
•clearly  cannot  be  a sacrifice  for  sin. 


Our  Lord  on  the  cross,  just  before  He  died,  said ; 
“It  is  finished.”  Atonement  for  sin  had  been  made, 
the  sacrifice  had  been  offered,  “ there  remaineth  no  more 
sacrifice  for  sins  ” — Heb.  x : 26.  These  are  the  words  of 
Christ  : “It  is  finished.”  These  are  the  words  of  Holy 
Scripture  : “ There  remaineth  no  more  sacrifice  for  sins  ; ” 
yet  the  Roman  priest  goes  on  daily  repeating  that  sacrifice. 
At  his  ordination  these  words  are  said  to  him  : “ Receive 
thou  power  to  offer  sacrifice  to  God,  and  to  celebrate 
Masses  both  for  the  living  and  the  dead.”  So  Fr.  Vitalis 
writes,  p.  116,  in  his  Catechism:  “The  priests  offer  the 
holy  sacrifice  of  the  Mass.”  But  from  where  and  from 
whom  do  they  receive  this  authority  to  offer  propitiatory 
sacrifices  ? Certainly  not  from  Christ.  When  He  ordain- 
ed and  commissioned  His  Apostles,  He  commanded  them 
to  preach  the  Gospel  and  to  baptise.  There  is  no  word 
about  offering  a sacrifice.  Christ  had  died  and  risen  ; 
there  was  no  more  sacrifice  to  be  offered.  Nor  did  the 
Apostles  commission  the  ministers  of  the  Church  to  offer 
any  sacrifice.  When  Paul  wrote  about  the  duties  of  the 
•clergy  in  his  pastoral  epistles  to  Timothy  and  Titus  he 
made  no  reference  to  any  sacrifice  they  were  to  offer  in 
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the  Mass.  Nor  is  there  any  trace  of  such  a sacrifice  in  the 
service  books  of  the  Early  Church,  or  in  the  writings  of 
the  Fathers.  Justin  Martyr  describes  the  service  of  Holy 
Communion  as  used  by  the  Christians  of  the  second  cen- 
tury, but  there  is  no  mention  of  a sacrifice  of  Christ  in  it. 
In  his  Dialogue  with  Trvpho  the  Jew  he  writes  : “ We 

also  affirm  that  the  prayers  and  praises  of  the  saints  are 
the  only  perfect  sacrifices  acceptable  to  God.” 

The  doctrine  and  practice  of  the  Mass  is  contrary  to 
that  of  the  Primitive  Church.  “ To  eat  the  bread,  and 
drink  the  cup,”  (1  Cor.  xi  : 28),  was  the  rule  of  the 
Apostolic  Church,  but  it  is  not  the  rule  of 
the  Church  of  Rome.  In  the  service  of 
the  Mass  the  worshippers  do  not  eat  bread, 
for  it  has  been  transubstantiated  ; nor  can 
they  drink  from  the  cup,  for  the  priest 
refuses  to  give  the  cup  to  the  laity.  So 
whatever  the  Roman  Mass  may  be,  it 
certainly  is  not  the  Sacrament  of  Holy  Communion  as 
ordained  by  Christ,  and  administered  in  the  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church. 

The  doctrine  that  in  the  Mass  Christ  is  offered  by  the 
priest  as  a propitiatory  sacrifice  was  first  formally  intro- 
duced into  the  Church  by  Pope  Innocent  III,  at  the 
Lateran  Council,  A.  D.  1215,  but  was  not  officially  en- 
forced until  the  Council  of  Trent.  It  was  then  enjoined 
as  the  natural  result  of  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation, 
which  had  been  foisted  on  the  Church  in  the  thirteenth 
century  through  the  teaching  of  Thomas  Aquinas,  and 
the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Lateran,  1215. 

Granted,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  priest 
“ through  his  ministry  ” changes  the  bread 
When  does  and  wine  into  the  very  body  and  blood, 

the  Priest  soul  and  divinity  of  Christ,  and  that  Christ 

offer  the  is  then  present  on  the  altar,  at  what  period 

Sacrifice.  in  the  service  of  the  Mass  does  the  priest 
offer  Him  as  “ a true,  proper,  and  propitia- 
tory sacrifice  to  God  for  the  living  and  the  dead  ? ” The 
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question  seems  a blasphemous  one,  but  the  priest  ought 
to  be  able  to  give  us  a decisive  answer,  for  it  is  he  who  is 
supposed  to  offer  the  sacrifice.  The  Council  of  Trent 
decreed  that  such  a sacrifice  is  offered  in  the  Mass,  but 
the  Roman  Church,  the  Infallible  Teacher,  gives  no 
definite  answer  to  our  question.  Gregory  of  Valentia 
tried  to  solve  the  problem  by  saying  that  at  the  consecra- 
tion the  bread  becomes  the  body  and  the  wine,  the  blood 
of  Christ.  As  the  body  and  blood  are  thus  separated, 
there  is  not  the  living  Christ,  but  the  Christ  slain  ; there- 
fore the  sacrifice  was  completed  at  the  moment  of  con- 
secration. 

This  theory  was  accepted  as  correct  at  the  time,  but 
later  on  was  rejected,  chiefly  through  the  influence  of 
Cardinal  Bellarmine,  who  propounded  a new  theory, 
which  is  the  one  most  commonly  held  by  Romanists  to- 
day. According  to  Cardinal  Liguori,  whom  Pope  Pius 
IX  declared  to  be  the  teacher  of  the  Church  whose  judg- 
ment none  may  question,  there  are  three  other  theories 
besides  that  of  Bellarmine,  but  neither  the  Infallible 
Church,  nor  its  Infallible  Pope  has  yet  authoritatively 
answered  the  question  : “ When  is  the  sacrifice  in  the 

Mass  offered  to  God?”  The  answer  generally  given, 
though  without  any  official  authority,  is  that  at  the  con- 
secration of  the  elements  the  Victim  is  placed  on  the 
altar  ; and  when  the  priest  consumes  the  bread  and  wine, 
which  through  his  ministry  have  become  the  living  Christ, 
the  sacramental  essence  of  Christ  is  destroyed ; the 
sacrifice  is  offered  to  and  accepted  by  God. 

The  idea  that  a man  has  the  power  to  change  bread 
and  wine  into  the  body  and  blood  of  his  Lord,  and  can 
then  destroy  Him  by  eating  the  elements  is  abhorrent  and 
repulsive,  and  we  will  have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
it.  We  utterly  reject  it,  as  the  Reformers  did  in  the 
sixteenth  century. 

If,  as  Rome  teaches,  there  is  still  need  of  “a  true, 
proper,  and  propitiatory  sacrifice  ” in  the  Mass,  then  we 
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must  believe  that  Christ’s  death  on  the  cross  was  not 
a perfect  sin-offering ; that  the  teaching  of 
Doctrine  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  not  true ; 
Mass  falsifies  that  the  preaching  and  teaching  of  Paul  and 
Scripture.  Peter  was  misleading  ; that  God  has  not 
been  reconciled  to  the  world  through  the 
death  of  His  Son  ; that  His  Wrath  is  still  upon  us,  we  are 
yet  in  our  sins.  We,  however,  have  made  our  choice — 
the  Word  of  God  is  our  guide,  and  we  prefer  its  teaching 
to  the  ‘ infallible  ’ dogmas  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  Our 
belief  is  that  Christ  once  offered  Himself  on  the  cross  as  a 
sacrifice  for  sin ; the  Father  accepted  His  offering,  and 
there  remains  no  more  offering  to  be  made.  The  blood 
of  Jesus  Christ  has  cleansed  us  from  all  sin  ; we  have  been 
reconciled  to  God.  We  are  no  more  strangers  and 
foreigners,  but  are  of  the  household  of  God.  We  are  sons, 
sons  of  God,  and  joint  heirs  with  Christ,  only  and  solely 
because  of  His  death  on  the  cross,  and  not  because  of  any 
supposed  sacrifice  offered  in  the  Roman  Mass. 

In  the  Roman  Mass  it  is  the  priest  who  does  every- 
thing ; he  produces  Christ  on  the  altar,  and  offers  Him  as 
a sacrifice.  The  congregation  present  has  no  part  or  lot 
in  all  this,  except  to  look  on,  and  worship  the  Host  when 
it  is  exposed  by  the  priest.  In  the  act  of  communion 
Christ  is  given  to  all  who  receive  the  consecrated  elements 
at  the  hand  of  the  priest  ; irrespective  of  the  spiritual 
condition  of  the  communicant,  Christ  is  received  by 
whoever  receives  the  Host.  The  doctrine  of  the  Church 
of  India  is  very  different  to  this.  Christ  is  present,  not  on 
the  Holy  Table,  but  at  the  Table;  apart  from  faith  He 
cannot  be  received  ; the  communicant  receives  the 
consecrated  elements,  but  it  is  still  bread,  it  has  not  been 
transubstantiated  into  the  body  of  Christ.  The  unbeliev- 
ing and  irreverent  communicant  receives  bread  only  ; it  is 
only  the  reverent  communicant  who  draws  near  with 
faith,  who  receives  the  living  Lord,  not  into  his  mouth  but 
in  his  heart,  into  his  spiritual  being  ; as  Augustine  said  in 
his  26th  Tract  on  St.  John  : “ This  bread  requireth  the 


hunger  of  the  inner  man.  He  that  believeth  in  Him 
eateth  His  body.”  The  reverent  communicant  has  as 
important  a share  in  the  Holy  Communion  Service  as  the 
priest  who  consecrates  the  elements. 

No  one  doubts  that  our  Lord  is  present  at  the  service 
of  Holy  Communion.  The  Romanist  teaches  that  He  is 
present  bodily  and  substantially  ; the  Catholic  that  He  is 
there  spiritually.  The  Romanist  asserts  that  He  is  present 
on  the  altar  ; the  Catholic  that  He  is  spiritually  present 
in  the  heart  of  the  believer. 


CHAPTER  XIX 


THE  ROMAN  MASS  AND  SUPERSTITIOUS 
PRACTICES 

When  Transubstantiation  was  decreed  by  the  Fourth 
Lateran  Council  in  the  thirteenth  century,  and  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Mass  as  a propitiatory  sacrifice  followed  as  a 
natural  consequence,  these  two  erroneous  and  unscriptural 
dogmas  opened  the  door  to  many  superstitious  practices 
which  were  speedily  incorporated  into  the  system  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  and  remain  to  this  day,  a cause  of  grief 
to  all  students  of  God’s  Word  and  of  history.  They  are 
quite  definitely  Roman  practices,  and  are  most  certainly 
not  Catholic  or  Apostolic.  We  will  look  at  some  of  them, 
and  shall  then  understand  why  they  are  rejected  by  half 
of  Christendom  today. 

1.  The  worship  of  the  consecrated  elements  of 
bread  and  wine.  Rome  teaches  that  after  the  priest  has 
pronounced  the  words  of  consecration  the  elements  are  no 
longer  bread  and  wine,  but  are  changed  into  the  very 
body,  blood,  spirit  and  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ — See 
Catechism,  p.  106.  Accordingly  those  present  at  Mass 
must  prostrate  themselves  before  the  Host,  i.e.,  the  consec- 
rated bread,  and  worship  it  as  God. 

Fr.  Criem,  S.  J.,  in  his  book  “ The  History  of  the 
Mass,”  on  p.  44,  writes  : “No  reason  can  be  assigned  to 
the  elevation  of  the  Host,  besides  that  of  allowing  the 
people  to  adore  it . . . Let  us  remember  that  the  Sacred 
Host  is  shown  in  order  that  we  may  adore  it.”  In  the 
“ Catholic  Book  of  Worship  ” we  read  on  p.  56  : “ The  bread 
is  changed  into  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ,  who,  very  God 
and  very  man,  is  now  present  on  the  altar.  The  priest 
genuflects  with  great  reverence,  and  then  holds  up  the 
consecrated  bread  for  the  people  to  worship.”  On  p.  58 
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the  people  are  instructed  as  follows  : “ Lift  up  your  eyes, 

and  look  towards  the  chalice  in  which  is  the  blood  of 
Jesus ; then  prostrate  yourselves  in  worship.”  Then 
follows  this  prayer  addressed  to  the  blood  of  Christ : 
“Hail,  O holy  Blood,  which  flows  from  the  wounds  of 
Jesus  Christ,  which  He  gives  for  the  sins  of  the  world ; 
cleanse  my  soul,  cleanse  and  guard  it.”  Here  are  people 
kneeling  in  worship  before  the  consecrated  bread  and 
wine,  and  praying  to  the  wine.  This  is  in  accordance 
with  Canon  VI  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  which  reads  : “ If 
anyone  shall  say  that  Christ,  the  only  begotten  Son  of 
God,  is  not  to  be  adored  in  the  holy  sacrament  of  the 
Eucharist,  even  with  the  open  worship  of  latria  . . . and 
that  He  is  not  to  be  set  publicly  before  the  people  to  be 
adored,  and  that  His  adorers  are  idolaters,  let  him  be 
accursed.” 

But  the  worship  of  bread  and  wine  is  idolatry,  and 
the  people  who  worship  bread  and  wine  are  idolaters, 
whether  the  Bishop  of  Rome  and  his  Council  blesses  or 
curses.  The  Church  of  England  in  Article  XXVIII  states 
that  “The  Sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  was  not  by 
Christ’s  ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up,  or 
worshipped.”  The  pope,  however,  in  order  to  encourage 
this  idolatry,  grants  liberal  Indulgences  to  those  who  will 
worship  the  consecrated  elements.  “An  indulgence  of 
seven  years  and  seven  times  forty  days  was  granted  by 
Pius  X to  the  faithful  who  look  at  the  Sacred  Host  ‘ with 
faith,  piety  and  love,’  either  during  the  elevation  or  when 
it  is  exposed  in  the  monstrance.  Those  who  add  to  this 
the  invocation  ‘ My  Lord  and  My  God,’  may  gain  a 
plenary  indulgence  every  week  if  Holy  Communion  is  re- 
ceived.”— (Fr.  R.  Criem,  History  of  the  Mass,  p.  45). 

2.  Reservation  of  the  Consecrated  Elements. 

At  the  service  of  the  Mass  a certain  portion  of  the  consec- 
rated bread  is  reserved  by  the  priest  and  placed  in  the 
tabernacle — which  is  kept  on  the  altar — and  locked  up. 
All  who  enter  the  Church  are  instructed  to  prostrate  them- 
selves before  the  reserved  element  in  worship,  in  the 
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belief  that  it  is  the  living  Christ  confined  in  the 
tabernacle. 

In  The  Catechism,  p.  133,  the  question  is  asked  : 
“ Why  is  there  a lamp  always  burning  before  the  tab- 
ernacle?” and  the  answer  is  given:  “To  remind  the 
faithful  that  Jesus  Christ  dwells  night  and  dayin  theTaber- 
nacle.”  In  the  Scriptures  it  is  recorded  that  when  He 
had  offered  one  sacrifice  for  sins  for  ever  Christ  ascended 
into  heaven,  and  sat  down  on  the  right  hand  of  God 
— Heb.  x : 12.  In  that  place  of  royalty  and  authority 
He  ever  liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us — Heb.  vii  : 25, 
and  in  the  fulness  of  time  He  will  return  once  more  to 
this  earth  to  judge  the  living  and  the  dead — Jude  14-15. 
St.  Peter  states  that  Christ  ascended  into  heaven, 
and  that  there  He  will  remain  “ until  the  times  of  the  res- 
titution of  all  things.” — Acts  iii : 20-21.  Yet  in  spite  of 
these  clear  statements  of  Holy  Scripture,  and  the  teaching 
of  St.  Peter  himself,  the  Roman  priest  continues  to  teach 
his  people  that  “by  his  ministry,”  day  by  day,  he  pro- 
duces Christ  on  the  altar,  offers  Him  as  a sacrifice  to 
God,  then  after  communion  places  what  is  left  in  the  taber- 
nacle, and  locks  Him  in,  and  in  that  tabernacle  the  living 
Christ,  His  body,  blood,  soul,  and  divinity  dwells  to  be 
worshipped  by  all  who  enter  the  church.  Christ,  the 
Son  of  God,  Who  created  and  maintains  the  universe,  is  at 
the  beck  and  call,  at  the  complete  disposal  of  the  Roman 
priest.  These  are  not  the  words  of  a Protestant  writer, 
but  of  a Roman  Archbishop. 

This  reserved  Host  is  removed  from  the  tabernacle  at 
the  service  of  Benediction,  placed  in  a monstrance  or 
pyx,  and  shown  to  the  congregation,  who  then  reverently 
worship  it.  The  Host,  that  is,  the  bread  which  has  been 
consecrated  by  the  priest,  is  supposed  to  bless  the  worship- 
pers. Need  it  be  said  that  such  a use  of  the  bread  of  the 
Holy  Communion  was  never  intended  by  our  Lord  Christ. 
His  words  were  : “Take  and  eat  in  remembrance  of  Me.” 
There  are  no  instructions  in  the  New  Testament  that  the 
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bread  is  to  be  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  worship,  and  the 
only  reservation  known  in  the  Early  Church  was  that  for 
communicating  the  sick  and  those  unable  to  attend  the 
public  service. 

3-  The  denial  of  the  Cup  to  the  laity.  Since  1415 
the  Church  of  Rome  has  refused  to  administer  the  cup 
to  the  laity.  The  practice  of  withholding  the  cup  began 
in  the  twelfth  century,  but  the  order  was  given  that  no 
layman  should  henceforth  receive  the  cup  in  the  Holy 
Communion  by  the  Council  of  Constance,  1415.  The 
decree  reads  as  follows : “ This  present  Council  .... 

declares,  decrees,  and  defines  that,  although  Christ  .... 
after  the  Supper  ....  administered  to  His  disciples  this 
venerable  sacrament  under  the  two  species  of  bread  and 
wine  ....  and  although  in  the  Primitive  Church  this 
Sacrament  was  received  by  the  faithful  under  both  species 
....  yet  the  custom  has  been  introduced  that  it  be 
received  by  the  laity  only  under  the  kind  of  bread.” 
Gregorious  de  Valentia  wrote  that  “ Communion  in  one 
kind  began  in  some  Churches,  and  grew  to  be  a general 
custom  not  much  before  the  Council  of  Constance,  at 
which  it  was  decreed  that  the  custom  should  become  the 
law  of  the  Church.” 

This  innovation  was  started  in  order  to  emphasize  the 
doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  which  had  been  recently 
introduced  into  the  Church.  It  was  also  realized  that  if 
the  cup  was  given  to  the  laity  “ the  distinction  between 
the  priest  and  the  people  would  be  obscured,  and  the 
power  of  the  Sacrament  would  be  thought  to  consist  more 
in  the  communion  of  the  people  than  in  the  consecration.” 
So  in  order  to  give  support  to  the  recently  introduced 
doctrine  of  Transubstantiation,  and  to  magnify  the  powers 
of  the  priests  over  the  laity,  this  innovation,  too,  became 
the  practice  of  the  Roman  Church,  and  the  devout  laity 
were  debarred  from  a full  participation  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion as  ordained  by  Christ. 

That  the  Church  administered  not  only  the  bread  but 
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also  the  wine 
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for  twelve  centuries,  is  acknowledged  by 
Rome.  Fr.  S.  F.  Smith,  S.J.  writes  : 
“Confessedly  the  general  practice  in  the 
early  ages  of  the  Church — indeed,  up  to  the 
twelfth  century, — was  to  communicate  in 
both  kinds.”  Even  the  Council  of  Trent 
recorded  that  “ from  the  beginning  of  the 
Christian  religion  the  use  of  both  species 
has  not  been  unfrequent.” 


Going  back  still  earlier  we  find  that  Cyprian  of 
Carthage  testifies  to  the  use  of  wine  in  the  Church  of 
North  Africa  : “The  cup  is  offered  in  remembrance  of 
Christ ; by  the  wine  Christ’s  blood  is  signified.  The 
sacrifice  we  offer  is  the  passion  of  our  Lord.”  Augustine 
gives  the  same  witness  : “In  this  sacrifice  is  a thanksgiving 
and  a remembrance  ....  of  the  blood  of  Christ  that  He 
shed  for  us.”  Ambrose  denounced  those  heretics  who 
attempted  to  withhold  the  cup  at  the  administration  of 
Holy  Communion  ; he  wrote  that  “He  is  unworthy  of  the 
Lord  that  ministereth  this  sacrament  otherwise  than  Christ 
delivered  it.” 

Pope  Peo,  440-461,  declared  that  to  abstain  from  the 
chalice  was  Manichaean  heresy,  and  ordered  that  such 
as  refused  to  drink  from  the  Cup  “ are  to  be  expelled  by 
priestly  authority  from  the  fellowship  of  the  saints.”  Pope 
Gelasius  I,  439-496,  finding  that  certain 
It  was  con-  persons  abstained  from  the  chalice,  ordered 
demned  by  that  “such  persons  either  receive  the 
the  early  Sacrament  in  its  entirety  (in  both  kinds), 
Popes.  or  be  repelled  from  the  entire  Sacrament, 

because  the  division  of  one  and  the  same 
mystery  cannot  take  place  without  great  sacrilege.” 
Pope  Paschal  II,  in  1118,  wrote  to  Pontius,  Abbot  of 
Cluny : “ Let  the  Lord’s  tradition  be  observed  .... 

We  know  that  the  bread  was  given  separately,  and  the 
wine  given  separately,  by  the  Lord  himself ; which  custom 
we  therefore  teach  and  command  to  be  alwavs  observed 
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in  Holy  Church,  save  in  the  case  of  infants,  and  of  very 
infirm  people,  who  cannot  swallow  bread.”  The  Council 
of  Clermont,  presided  over  by  Pope  Urban  II,  in  1095, 
decreed  in  its  Canon  XXVIII  that  “No  one  shall  com- 
municate at  the  altar  without  he  receive  the  Body  and 
Blood  separately  and  alike,  unless  by  way  of  necessity  and 
for  caution  and  the  Council  of  Basle,  1431-1438,  in  order 
to  prevent  a schism  in  the  Church,  allowed  the  Moravians 
and  Bohemians  to  receive  the  Holy  Communion  in  both 
kinds,  and  the  pope  confirmed  this  concession  in  1435. 

Here  we  have  four  popes,  and  in  one  instance 
.supported  by  218  bishops,  expressly  ordering  the  Com- 
munion to  be  administered  in  both  kinds,  and  plainly 
saying  that  the  withholding  of  the  chalice  is  a “ heresy  ” 
and  a “great  sacrilege,”  yet  the  Council  of  Trent  passed 
a decree,  No.  XVII,  that  “ Whosoever  shall  say  that  it  is 
the  commandment  of  God,  or  necessary  for  salvation  that 
all  and  every  faithful  Christian  should  receive  the  most 
holy  sacrament  of  the  Eucharist  under  both  kinds,  let  him 
be  accursed.”  Let  it  be  carefully  noted  that  the  Church  of 
Rome  deliberately  anathematizes  those  who  desire  to  obey 
their  Lord.  Well  might  our  Lord  say  to  every  Roman 
priest : “Ye  have  made  void  the  Word  of  God  because 
of  your  tradition.” 

It  is  of  interest  to  see  how  some  of  the  priests  try  to 
justify  this  flagrant  disobedience  on  the  part  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  to  the  plainly  expressed  command  of  her  Divine 
Head.  Fr.  S.  F.  Smith,  S.J.,  in  his  book  “Communion 
under  one  kind,”  writes:  “ The  words  at  the  Last  Supper 
‘ Drink  ye  all  of  this,’  do  not  of  themselves  mean  more 
than  that  the  little  company  of  Apostles  were  on  that 
occasion  to  receive  under  both  kinds.”  If  Christ  meant, 
as  Fr.  Smith  implies,  that  only  on  that  one  occasion  was 
the  cup  to  be  partaken  of,  then  the  Apostles  grievously 
misunderstood  the  meaning  of  their  master,  for  in  the 
Apostolic  Church,  which  was  trained  and  instructed  by  the 
Apostles,  the  Holy  Communion  was  administered  in  both 
kinds,  of  bread  and  of  wine,  and  this  practice  continued 
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for  twelve  centuries.  Fr.  Smith’s  argument  is  summed  up 
as  follows  : The  Church  is  infallible,  she 
Rome  tries  to  cannot  make  a mistake.  The  practice  of 
justify  her  communion  under  one  kind  only  has  be- 
practice  of  come  general,  and  prevails  under  the  sanc- 
withholding  tion  and  even  the  command  of  the  Holy  See. 
the  Cup.  That  is  proof  conclusive  that  the  custom  is 

in  conformity  with  the  original  injunctions 
of  the  Church’s  Divine  Founder. — p.  6.  He  repeats  this 
line  of  argument  on  p.  24  and  adds  that  “ the  sole 
fact  that  a usage  like  that  of  Communion  in  one  kind  has 
been  allowed  to  establish  itself  so  universally  with  the 
sanction,  and  even  by  the  direction,  of  the  supreme  author- 
ity of  the  Church,  is  proof  sufficient  that  the  Spirit  of  God 
has  sanctioned  and  prescribed  it.”  To  this  we  reply  that 
“ the  supreme  Authority  of  the  Church  ” is  not  the  Bishop 
of  Rome,  but  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  that  “ the  injunc- 
tions of  the  Church’s  Divine  Founder  ” admit  of  no  such 
interpretation  as  Fr.  Smith  advocates.  Christ’s  command 
was  “ drink  ye  all  of  this  ; ” here  we  have  Christ’s  ordi- 
nance, Christ’s  example,  Christ’s  clearly  expressed  com- 
mand, and  we  are  unable  to  accept  the  dictum  of  Fr. 
Smith  that  because  communion  in  one  kind  only  has  been 
ordered  by  the  pope  this  “is  proof  sufficient  that  the 
Spirit  of  God  has  sanctioned  and  prescribed  it.”  The 
Holy  Spirit  does  not  prescribe  customs  which  He  knows 
are  contrary  to  the  will  of  Jesus  Christ. 

It  is  difficult  to  imagine  any  one  outside  the  ranks  of 
those  who  have  been  trained  in  the  Order  of  the  Jesuists 
making  use  of  the  following  excuse  to  evade  the  command 
of  Christ  and  His  disciples  to  “ Drink  this  in  remembrance 
of  Me.”  Fr.  Smith,  S.J.,  writes  : “ We  need  to  remind 

ourselves  that  the  rites  our  Lord  employed  in  instituting 
the  Sacrament  are  not  necessarily  those  He  wishes  His 
Church  to  use  in  her  after-administration  of  them.  It  is 
hazardous  to  draw  inferences  as  to  what  our  Lord  intend- 
ed His  Church  to  do  ...  . because  His  words  are  so 
few.  It  is  safer  to  follow  the  teaching  and  practice  of 


230 


the  Church  in  this  matter  ” — Fr.  Smith,  “ Communion 
under  one  kind.”  p.  3. 

4.  Defects  which  invalidate  the  Sacrament. 

According  to  the  “ Missale  Romanum  ” there  are  so  many 
defects  which  may  make  the  Sacrament  invalid  that  the 
recipient  can  never  be  sure  that  he  is  rightly  receiving  the 
Body  of  our  Lord.  There  may  be  a defect  in  the  ‘ inten- 
tion ’ of  the  priest.  The  priest  may,  for  some  reason  or 
other,  not  ‘ intend  ’ to  consecrate  the  elements,  or  may 
overlook  one  or  two  wafers,  and  although  he  may  use  the 
correct  words,  because  of  his  imperfect  ‘ intention  ’ the 
consecration  is  invalid,  and  the  elements  remain  mere 
bread  and  wine.  On  this  point  Cardinal  Bellarmine 
writes  : “ No  one  can  be  certain,  with  the  certainty  of 

faith,  that  he  has  a true  sacrament,  since  the  sacrament  is 
not  formed  without  the  intention  of  the  minister,  and  no 
one  can  see  the  intention  of  another.” 

There  may  be  defects  in  the  bread  and  wine  which 
also  invalidate  the  sacrament.  If  the  bread  be  not  of 
wheat,  if  it  is  in  any  way  corrupt,  if  it  be  made  with  rose 
water,  or  distilled  water,  if  it  be  not  unleavened,  then  the 
sacrament  is  invalid.  If  the  wine  be  sour,  or  had  been 
made  from  unripe  grapes,  or  an  excessive  amount  of  water 
be  mixed  with  the  wine,  the  sacrament  is  null. 

There  may  be  defects  in  the  ministration  itself.  For 
example,  if  the  celebration  be  made  in  a place  not 
appointed  by  a bishop  ; or  on  an  unconsecrated  altar  ; 
or  on  an  altar  not  covered  with  three  altar  cloths  ; if  there 
are  no  waxen  lights ; if  the  celebrant  has  not  said  at  least 
Matins  and  Lauds  ; if  he  omit  any  of  the  sacerdotal  vest- 
ments ; if  the  vessels  be  of  brass  or  glass,  etc.,  etc.,  all  these 
and  more  are  defects  which  invalidate  the  sacrament,  so- 
that  no  Roman  Catholic  can  ever  be  sure,  as  Cardinal 
Bellarmine  has  pointed  out,  that  he  has  received  the  true 
Sacrament. 

5.  The  Use  of  the  Latin  Tongue.  The  Mass,  in 
whatever  country  it  is  celebrated,  must  always  be  said  in 
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the  Latin  tongue.  It  is  of  no  importance  that  the  wor- 
shippers should  understand  Latin,  the  really  important 
thing  is  that  they  should  be  present  to  see  the  drama 
unfolded  by  the  priest.  Where  Latin  is  unknown  the 
worship  of  the  people  at  Mass  becomes  mechanical  and 
unintelligent ; they  are  so  ignorant  of  what  is  going  on, 
that  a bell  has  to  be  rung  to  warn  the  congregation  that 
the  consecration  has  taken  place.  For  the  illiterate 
Panjabi  the  service  of  Mass  in  Latin  is  a show,  and  very 
little  else. 

In  answer  to  the  question  “ Why  say  Mass  in  Latin?” 
the  Rev. J.  M.  Baulez  replies:  “Because  it  is  easier  to 
learn  one  language  than  a hundred.  All  Roman  Catholic 
priests  know  Latin,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  they 
should  say  Mass  in  a different  tongue  whenever  they  go  to 
a foreign  country.  Mass  is  not  a sermon  addressed  to  the 
people,  but  a sacrifice  offered  to  God.”  Is  the  Mass  then 
only  for  the  benefit  of  the  priest  ? Are  the  people  to  have 
no  part  in  the  service  ? 

When  people  in  the  Church  of  Corinth  began  to 
speak  in  the  public  services  in  an  unknown  tongue  they 
were  instantly  rebuked  by  St.  Paul,  and  told  to  be  silent 
— 1 Cor.  xiv  : 28.  As  regards  ‘ tongues,’  St.  Paul  said : 
“ I thank  God  I speak  with  tongues  more  than  you  all ; 
howbeit  in  the  Church  I had  rather  speak  five  words 
with  my  understanding,  that  I might  instruct  others,  than 
ten  thousand  words  in  a tongue.”  The  giving  of  thanks, 
of  which  we  read  in  1 Cor.  xiv  : 14-19,  undoubtedly  refers 
to  the  service  of  Holy  Communion,  and  St.  Paul  insists 
that  it  should  be  celebrated  in  the  language  commonly 
used  by  the  people,  so  that  they  may  share  in  the  service, 
and  respond  intelligently.  Yet  in  spite  of  this  statement 
by  the  Apostle  the  Roman  Church  forbids  the  service  of 
the  Mass  to  be  translated  into  the  vernacular.  Such  a 
translation  “ the  Catholic  Church  abhors,  and  always  has 
abhorred.”  When  a request  for  such  a translation  was 
made  in  1794,  to  Pope  Pius  VI,  on  the  plea  that  it  would 
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enable  uneducated  people  to  join  intelligently  in  the 
service,  he  condemned  the  suggestion  as  ‘false  and 
mischievous.’ 

Fr.  Bruno  says,  p.  211-213,  of  his  book  “Catholic 
Belief,”  that  the  Latin  tongue  is  used  in  the 
Mass  because  the  Roman  Church  is  Apostolic.  He 
should  read  Fr.  Criem’s  book  “ The 
The  use  of  History  of  the  Mass  ” where  on  p.  3 it  is 

Latin  is  not  said  : “ The  first  Mass  heard  by  Mary  and 

apostolic.  the  Apostles  was  in  Syriac,  the  language  of 
Palestine  at  that  time  ”;  and  on  p.  9 : “ At 
Rome  where  prayers  were  originally  said  in  Greek,  the 
usage  of  Latin  became  general  only  in  the  course  of  the 
third  century.”  Latin  was  certainly  not  the  apostolic 
language,  as  Fr.  Bruno  implies.  The  apostles  preached  in 
Greek ; they  wrote  their  Epistles  to  the  Churches  in 
Greek  ; the  Christians  in  Rome  talked  and  worshipped  in 
Greek ; and  in  Rome  the  service  of  Holy  Communion  was 
read  in  Greek  for  three  centuries.  If  the  Apostolic  language 
was  Greek — as  we  have  seen  that  it  was — and  the  Roman 
Church  wishes  to  be  considered  Apostolic,  why  does  she 
use  Latin  in  the  Mass  ? Fr.  Bruno  also  states  that  Latin  is 
used  because  the  Church  is  Catholic,  i.e.,  Universal.  He 
seems  to  forget,  however,  that  the  Church  in  the  East,  from 
which  the  Church  of  Rome  broke  away,  was  entirely 
Greek  ; she  used  Greek  in  her  services  in  Apostolic  days, 
and  uses  Greek  today.  It  was  the  Church  of  Rome  which 
began  using  Latin  in  her  Church  services,  and  in  her 
usual  dictatoral  way  insisted  on  the  use  of  Latin  in  all  the 
Churches  under  her  control.  The  Council  of  Trent  was 
very  abrupt  in  its  findings  : “ Whosoever  shall  say  that 

th : Mass  ought  to  be  performed  only  in  the  vulgar 
tongue  : let  him  be  accursed.” 

At  the  Reformation  in  England  the  very  first  altera- 
tion the  reformers  introduced  in  the  Church  Services  was 
to  abolish  the  Latin  tongue,  because  it  was  not  under- 
stood by  the  people — and  in  many  cases  not  even  by  the 
priest  who  read  the  service — and  to  translate  the  Prayer 
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Book  into  English.  In  Article  XXIV  they  stated  : “ It  is 
a thing  plainly  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  the 
custom  of  the  Primitive  Church,  to  have  public  Prayer  in 
the  Church,  or  to  minister  the  Sacraments  in  a tongue 
not  understood  of  the  people.” 

The  Church  of  India  has  translated  into  the 
vernaculars  of  India  the  Service  of  Holy  Communion,  so 
that  every  Indian  Christian  may  take  his  share  in  this 
sacred  service  with  love  and  devotion  and  understanding. 
But  Rome  is  very  obstinate,  she  is  “ always  the  same,”  so 
she  still  persists  in  saying  the  Mass  in  India  in  a language 
which  none  of  the  worshippers  understand.  Why  does 
she  not  pay  heed  to  the  words  of  the  great  Augustine  : 
“ What  profit  is  there  in  speech,  be  it  ever  so  perfect,  if 
the  understanding  of  the  hearer  cannot  attain  to  it  ?” 
Roman  Catholics  are  afraid  to  protest  or  to  petition  for  a 
reform  because  of  the  curse  pronounced  on  such  petitions 
by  the  Council  of  Trent. 


CHAPTER  XX 

PURGATORY 

Purgatory  is  a fictitious  place  of  suffering  and  punisn- 
ment  for  souls  after  death,  invented  by  the  Roman 
Church  in  order  to  augment  the  power  of  the  priests  over 
the  fearful  and  credulous  adherents  of  her  system  of  theo- 
logy, and  also  as  a most  valuable  means  of  increasing  her 
revenue.  Into  this  supposed  place  of  torment  are  cast  the 
souls  of  those  Roman  Catholics  who,  before  their  death, 
had  failed  to  satisfy  the  justice  of  God  by  working  out  the 
punishment  and  penances  assigned  to  them  by  their 
priests. 

Fr.  Schouppe,  S.J.,  in  his  book  “ Purgatory  in  the 
Divine  Plan,”  asserts  that  “ Purgatory  is  a state  of  atone- 
ment and  expiation.  It  is  a sort  of  miti- 
Purgatory  is  gated  Hell.  It  is  the  dungeon  of  the  sup- 
a mitigated  reme  Judge,  whence  we  shall  not  depart 

Hell.  until  we  have  paid  the  last  farthing  After 

the  death  of  the  body,  the  soul  can  expect 
nothing  but  justice  from  God.  The  justice  of  God  is 
terrible,  and  it  punishes  with  extreme  rigour  even  the 
most  trivial  faults.  The  soul  must  satisfy  Divine  justice 
by  enduring  this  punishment  (of  Purgatory)  in  all  its 
rigour.” 

In  Purgatory  these  unfortunate  souls  are  supposed  to 
suffer  from  fire  as  intensely  as  those  who  are  cast  into 
Hell.  This  suffering  will  continue,  it  may  be  for 
thousands  of  years,  until  they  have  atoned  for  all  their 
sins,  satisfied  the  justice  of  God,  and  been  purged  of  all  their 
defects  and  shortcomings.  We  quote  again  the  words  of  Fr. 
Schouppe : “ They  will  be  saved,  no  doubt,  after  the 
trial  of  fire,  but  that  trial  will  be  terrible  : that  torment 
will  be  more  intolerable  than  all  the  most  excruciating 
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sufferings  in  this  world.  The  torments  are  so  great  that 
the  most  acute  sufferings  of  this  life  bear  no  comparison 
to  them.” 

Afraid,  possibly,  that  this  terrible  picture  of  torment 
might  frighten  away  any  possible  converts  to  the  Roman 
Faith,  Fr.  Vitalis  in  his  Catechism,  pp.  25  and  49,  tones 
it  down  considerably  ; instead  of  “ thousands  of  years,”  he 
says,  “ for  some  time  ! ” “ Those  who  die  having  commit- 
ted small  sins  go  to  Purgatory  in  order  to  receive  for  some 
time  punishment  by  fire.  Purgatory  is  a place  of  punish- 
ment for  those  souls  who  depart  this  life  in  communion 
with  God,  but  have  not  repented  sufficiently  of  their  sins.” 
For  all  these  statements  about  Purgatory  the  writers  offer 
no  proof  whatever  ; we  have  merely  their  word  that  there 
is  such  a place. 

Roman  theologians  are  very  vague  as  to  where  this 
Purgatory  is  situated.  “ The  Grounds  of  Catholic 
Doctrine  ” simply  states  : “As  to  the  particular  place 
where  these  souls  suffer,  the  Church  has  decided  nothing.” 
And  yet  the  Church  of  Rome  claims  to  be  the  only 
authorized  Teacher  of  Religion,  nay,  further,  that  she  is 
the  Infallible  Teacher  and  Guide  of  men.  Neither  do  her 
theologians  agree  as  to  the  length  of  time  souls  must  re- 
main in  the  torments  of  Purgatory,  although  Cardinal 
Bellarmine  does  say,  “ There  is  no  doubt  that  the  pains  of 
Purgatory  last  in  some  cases  entire  centuries,”  and  in  an- 
other passage  he  writes  : “ There  are  souls  condemned  to 
remain  in  Purgatory  till  the  Day  of  Judgment.”  Fr. 

Schouppe  writes  : “ Faith  does  not  teach 
Souls  remain  us  the  precise  duration  of  the  pains  of  Pur- 
in  torment  gatory,”  but  from  the  very  lavish  way  in 
for  thousands  which  the  pope  and  bishops  grant  Indul- 
of  years.  gences  by  which  the  period  of  torment  may 

be  shortened,  it  would  seem  that  the  souls 
of  Roman  Catholics  are  doomed  to  remain  for  many 
thousands  of  years  in  that  place  of  punishment  and 
expiation. 
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The  priests  and  bishops  cannot,  or  will  not  tell  us 
where  Purgatory  is,  although  they  loudly  assert  that  there 
is  such  a place,  nor  how  long  souls  have  to  remain  there. 
Is  it  because  they  do  not  themselves  know?  They  tell  us 
that  the  doctrine  is  “ a matter  of  faith.”  Now  “ faith 
cometh  by  hearing,  and  hearing  by  the  Word  of  God  ” 
— (Rom.  x : 17),  and  as  we  cannot  find  any  trace  of  a 
doctrine  of  a Purgatory  in  the  Word  of  God,  we  refuse  to 
be  deluded  by  the  mere  statements  of  Roman  priests. 

At  the  Council  of  Trent  when  the  doctrine  of  Pur- 
gatory was  discussed,  there  was  so  much  dissension  and 
difference  of  opinion,  so  much  disgust  at  the  corruption 
which  had  arisen  through  the  teaching  about  Purgatory, 
that  some  of  the  bishops  present  desired  to  exclude  the 
doctrine  altogether  from  the  system  of  theology  of  the 
Roman  Church,  but  failed  in  their  laudable  attempt  to 
cleanse  their  Church  of  a corrupt  and  superstitious 
dogma.  Finally  the  Council  passed  the  following  decree, 
and  it  remains  the  official  doctrine  of  the  Roman  Church 
today.  Decree  XXI  : The  Catholic  Church,  instructed  by 
the  Holy  Ghost,  and  in  conformity  to  the 
Council  of  Holy  Scriptures,  and  the  ancient  traditions 

Trent  and  of  the  Fathers,  hath  taught  in  its  sacred 

Purgatory.  Councils,  and  lastly,  in  this  .Ecumenical 
synod,  that  there  is  a Purgatory,  and  that 
the  souls  detained  therein  are  assisted  by  the  prayers  of 
the  faithful,  and  more  especially  by  the  acceptable  sacri- 
fice of  the  altar.”  There  had  been  so  much  disputing  and 
dissension  about  the  doctrine  that  the  Council  refrained 
from  any  clear  definition  of  Purgatory,  and  nothing  de- 
finite was  decreed  about  the  place  or  the  period  of  expi- 
ation, and  it  was  left  to  succeeding  generations  to  invent 
the  details  of  purgatorial  sufferings  which  so  affright  and 
terrify  the  Roman  Catholic  today. 

How  far  the  theologians  of  that  period  differed  from 
one  another  about  Purgatory  may  be  seen  from  the  follow- 
ing extracts  from  Bellarmine  : “ All  the  ancients,  both 
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Greek  and  Latin,  from  the  very  time  of  the  Apostles,  did 
constantly  teach  that  there  was  a Purgatory  ” — (Bellarmine 
de  Purgat,  lib  x,  Cap.  15),  and  from  Alphonsus  de  Castro 
(advers  haeres.  lib.  8.),  “ In  the  ancient  writers  there  is 
almost  no  mention  of  Purgatory,  especially  in  the  Greek 
writers ; and  thereiore  it  is  not  believed  by  the  Greeks 
unto  this  day.” 

Where,  then,  did  this  strange  and  pernicious  dogma 
originate  ? Certainly  not  in  the  teaching  of  our  blessed 
Lord,  or  in  that  of  His  Apostles.  There  is  no  mention  of 
such  a place  in  the  New  Testament,  although  some 
Roman  Catholics  refer  to  1 Cor.  iii  : 13-15,  and  1 Peter 
iii  : 18-20,  to  substantiate  their  teaching.  We  can  trace 
the  germs  of  the  doctrine  to  the  memorial  services  held 
for  martyrs  and  great  saints  of  the  Early  Church.  The 
early  Christians  did  not  observe  birthdays,  as  they  were 
accounted  to  be  the  anniversaries  of  the  days  when  men 
entered  the  path  of  sorrows  and  temptations ; but  the 
anniversary  of  the  day  of  death  was  celebrated  as  the  day 
on  which  the  soul  escaped  from  all  sorrow,  pain,  and  sin. 

The  memorial  services  were  not  meant  to 
There  is  no  benefit  the  saints  in  the  other  world,  but 

mention  of  merely  to  commemorate  them,  and  to  hold 

Purgatory  in  them  up  as  examples  to  be  followed.  The 
Scripture.  prayers  and  commemorations  of  the  dead, 
used  in  the  Primitive  Church,  had  reference 
to  such  as  had  entered  into  peace  and  were  resting  from 
their  labours.  There  is  no  allusion  in  the  prayers  to  any 
sort  of  purgatorial  torments.  Tertullian  is  the  first  who 
writes  about  prayers  for  the  departed  as  being  customary 
in  the  Church.  He  knows  of  a Paradise  where  souls  are 
at  rest  and  in  peace,  but  nothing  of  a Purgatory  of 
torment. 

In  the  Liturgies  of  the  Early  Church,  such  as  that  of 
Syria,  attributed  to  Basil ; of  Egypt,  attributed  to  Gregory 
and  Cyril  of  Alexandria  ; of  Constantinople,  ascribed  to 
Chrysostom  ; as  also  in  the  Funeral  Orations  of  Ambrose 
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and  Gregory,  and  of  other  Fathers,  there  are  prayers  for 
the  departed,  but  they  are  largely  composed  of  praise  and 
thanksgiving ; the  souls  of  the  departed  are  in  joy  and 
happiness ; and  we  can  find  no  single  allu- 
The  Early  sion  in  them  to  torment,  such  as  Purgatory 
Church  knew  implies,  from  which  souls  are  to  be  deliver- 
no  Purgatory,  ed  by  the  prayers  and  alms  of  the  living. 

George  Bull,  Bishop  of  St.  David’s,  refer- 
ring to  prayers  for  the  dead  in  the  ancient  Liturgies, 
wrote  : “ Let  any  understanding  and  unprejudiced  person 
attentively  observe  the  prayers  for  the  dead  in  the  ancient 

Liturgies and  he  will  be  so  far  from  believing  the 

Romanist  purgatory  on  account  of  those  prayers,  that  he 
will  be  forced  to  confess  they  make  directly  against  it.” 

Questions  began  to  be  asked  by  those  who  had  taken 
part  in  the  memorial  services : Where  are  the  blessed 
dead  ? Can  our  prayers  benefit  them  in  any  way  ? and 
the  custom  arose  of  commending  them  to  the  mercy  of 
God.  But  still  there  was  no  thought  of  them  suffering 
pain  or  punishment  for  sin. 

It  is  not  until  the  middle  of  the  third  century  that  we 
find  any  mention  of  a Purgatory  in  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers,  and  even  then  it  is  only  surmise,  with  no  certain- 
ty about  it.  Origen,  that  remarkable  teacher  of  fanciful 
theories,  suggested  that  at  the  Last  Day  there  might  be  a 
vast  conflagration,  and  that  the  souls  of  all  men  passing 
through  this  fire  might  be  purified  in  the  process,  so  as  to 
appear  less  unworthy  before  the  Judge  of  all  men.  He 
speaks  of  a judgment  fire  through  which  all,  even  Peter 
and  John,  will  have  to  pass ; yet  immediately,  he  adds, 
shall  they  hear  the  words:  “When  thou  passest  through 
the  fire  it  shall  not  hurt  thee.”  This  is  certainly  not  the 
Roman  Purgatory,  for  that  tortures  and  torments.  Origen 
undoubtedly  got  his  idea  from  pagan  sources,  probably 
after  reading  Plato’s  account  of  the  future  world.  He 
little  thought  that  this  fancy  of  his  would  be  developed  by 
the  Roman  Church  into  the  Purgatory  of  today.  The 
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second  Council  of  Constantinople,  553,  condemned 
Origen’s  teaching  on  Purgatory  in  the  following  words  : 
<eAs  to  the  fables  which  certain  men  utter  about  souls, 
when  they  have  left  this  world  without  sufficient  penance, 
they  are  tortured  ....  the  Church  has  never  received 
them.” 

In  the  fifth  century  Augustine,  quoting  from  the 
pagan  Virgil’s  account  of  the  sufferings  of  the  wicked  in 
the  next  world,  suggested  that  if  there  was  to  be  such  a 
fire,  about  which  he  knew  nothing  certainly,  then  it  might 
possibly  take  place  before  the  Last  Day.  Augustine’s  state- 
ment is  as  follows  : “ That  some  such  thing  may  take 

place  after  this  life  is  not  incredible.  Whether  it  be  so 
may  be  enquired,  and  either  be  found  or  remain  hidden, 
that  some  of  the  faithful  by  a certain  purgatorial  fire,  by 
how  much  more  or  less  they  have  loved  these  perishing 
goods,  are  so  much  the  more  slowly  or  sooner  saved.  Be- 
cause I oppose  it  not,  I do  not  therefore  affirm  it.”  In 
his  “ de  Fid.  Et  Op.”  Cap.  xvi,  he  also  writes  : That  the 
spirits  of  the  dead  find  a fire  of  transitory  tribulation.  I 
reprove  it  not.”  On  the  other  hand,  in  de  Verb.  Dom. 
Sermon  59,  he  says  : “ Whensoever  any  man  turneth 
himself  unto  God,  all  things  utterly  are  forgiven  him. 
Let  no  man  be  doubtful,  lest  anything  haply  be  not  for- 
given,” and  in  his  De  Civit.  Dei,  xii,  C.  29,  he  writes  : 
“ It  is  unlawful  to  doubt  that  the  just  and  pious  are  living 
in  rest.” 

In  the  first  five  centuries  of  the  life  of  the  Church  we 
can  find  but  two  men,  Origen  and  Augustine,  who  suggest 
that  there  may  be  a purgatorial  fire  at  the  end  of  the 
world,  but  neither  of  them  speaks  with  any  assurance  of 
the  certainty  of  it.  Up  to  this  time  there  is  no  “ infallible 
guidance  ” from  the  Bishop  of  Rome  about  this  matter. 
Then  Pope  Gregory  I,  A.  D.  590-604,  believing  the  end  of 
the  world  to  be  near,  and  hoping  to  stir  the  consciences  of 
men,  described,  in  one  of  his  writings  the  sufferings  of  de- 
parted souls  in  a place  of  torment,  though  they  were  not 
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lost  for  ever,  and  began  definitely  to  teach  that  there  is  a 
purgatorial  fire  before  the  final  judgment  for  those  who 
have  committed  venial  sins,  and  died  without  the  absolu- 
tion of  a priest.  His  idea  of  a Purgatory  entirely  changed 
the  earlier  teaching  about  the  intermediate  state.  But  he 
does  not  tell  us  where  he  obtained  his  information  about 
this  place  of  torment.  He  appears  to  have  drawn  largely 
on  his  own  imagination.  From  the  beginning  of  the 
seventh  century  the  theory  of  a Purgatory  was  received  by 
the  Church,  and  the  priests  steadily  developed  the  idea. 

Before  the  eighteenth  century  it  had  been  taught  that 
the  pope  held  dominion  over  two  realms,  that  of  Heaven 
and  of  Earth  ; to  these  were  now  added  a third,  that  of 
Purgatory.  This  was  largely  brought  about  by  Thomas 
Aquinas,  who  elaborated  the  idea  of  Purgatory,  and  of  a 
Treasury  of  Merits,  the  key  of  which  he  committed  to  the 
popes,  and  so  placed  a third  kingdom  under  their  domi- 
nion. At  length,  the  Council  of  Florence,  1443,  passed 
the  following  : “The  truly  penitent  who  have  departed 
this  life  in  the  love  of  God  before  they  have 
Rome  decides  made  satisfaction  for  their  sins  of  commis- 
that  there  is  sion  and  omission  by  fruits  meet  for  re- 
a Purgatory,  pentance,  have  their  souls  cleansed  by  pur- 
gatorial pains  after  death,  and  for  their  re- 
lief from  these  the  suffrages  of  the  living,  the  Sacrifice  of 
the  Mass,  etc.,  are  helpful.”  Then  came  the  Council  of 
Trent,  which,  in  its  25th  Session  declared  that  “ there  is  a 
Purgatory,  and  the  souls  detained  therein  are  assisted  by 
the  prayers  of  the  faithful,  and  more  especially  by  the 
acceptable  sacrifice  of  the  altar.”  An  addition  to  this 
statement  was  made  in  the  Catechism  of  the  Council  of 
Trent,  published  by  order  of  Pope  Pius  IV,  two  years 
after  the  publication  of  his  Creed.  “There  is  a Purgator- 
ial fire,  in  which  the  souls  of  the  faithful  are  tormented  for 
a certain  time  and  cleansed.”  Here  the  idea  of  torment 
was  added. 

These  official  declarations,  of  course,  opened  the  way 
for  grave  evils  ; for  example  : — 
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1.  The  practice  of  saying  Masses  for  the  benefit  of 

the  souls  detained  in  Purgatory. 

2.  The  granting  of  Indulgences  by  the  pope,  by 
. which  the  punishment  of  Purgatory  might  be 

remitted. 

These  two  practices  were  zealously  encouraged  by  the 
priests,  who  thus  found  themselves  in  the  position  of  ar- 
biters and  masters  of  the  fate  of  the  departed.  They 
could  grant  a Mass  for  the  benefit  of  the  dead,  or  withhold 
it  as  they . pleased.  This  doctrine  of  Purgatory  is  the 
chief  factor  in  maintaining  their  power,  for  only  through 
the  goodwill  of  the  priest  can  the  poor  sinner  escape  the 
punishment  and  torment  of  Purgatory. 

The  dread  of  Purgatory  was  so  implanted  in  the 
minds  of  the  ignorant,  and  the  way  of  escape  through 
Masses  for  the  dead  so  zealously  taught  by 
the  priests,  that  there  arose  a great  demand 
for  such  Masses,  and  large  numbers  of  small 
chapels,  with  an  altar  at  which  the  priest 
could  say  Mass,  were  built.  These  were 
called  chantries,  and  there  would  some- 
times be  as  many  as  six  or  eight  chantries  in  a parish 
church  and  thirty  or  forty  in  a cathedral,  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  saying  Masses  to  deliver  souls  in  Purgatory.  The 
saying  of  these  Masses  for  the  dead  occupied  much  of  the 
time  of  the  priests,  and  also  became  a valuable  source  of 
income,  as  every  Mass  had  to  be  paid  for.  Philip  IV,  King 
of  Spain,  left  by  will  £100,000  to  be  expended  in  Masses 
for  releasing  his  soul  quickly  from  Purgatory,  and  more 
recently  Queen  Christina  of  Spain  left  money  for  10,000 
Masses  to  be  said  for  herself  and  her  husband.  The  sale 
in  Spain  of  the  Crusaders’  Bull,  known  as  the  Bula  di 
difuntos,  two  copies  of  which  were  sold  for  10 d.,  in  return 
for  which  two  souls  were  released  from  Purgatory,  pro- 
duced a few  years  ago  a huge  annual  income  for  the  pope 
and  the  Church  of  Spain.  Certain  churches  and  clergy 
who  said  these  Masses  for  the  dead  were  more  popular 


Traffic  in 
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than  others,  and  received  so  many  commissions  for  Masses 
that  they  found  it  difficult  to  read  them  all,  and  passed 
them  on,  for  a consideration,  to  other  churches  and  clergy 
not  so  popular.  This  traffic  in  Masses  became  such  a 
scandal  in  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  centuries,  that  at  the 
Reformation  most  of  the  chantry  chapels  in  England  were 
destroyed,  and  Masses  for  the  dead  were  expunged  from 
the  service  books  of  the  Church  of  England.  When  oppo- 
sition to  the  growing  custom  of  paying  for  Masses  for  the 
dead  arose  in  the  Church  Pope  Pius  VI,  in  his  Bull 
“ Auctorem  Fidei ,”  of  1794,  denounced  it  as  “false,  rash, 
pernicious,  and  hurtful  to  the  Church.”  Today  in  nearly 
all  Roman  Catholic  churches  a box  is  placed  at  the  door 
in  which  people  place  money  to  pay  for  Masses  to  be  said 
for  the  benefit  of  souls  in  Purgatory. 

In  course  of  time  the  Church  of  Rome  has  developed 
her  doctrine  about  Purgatory.  The  great  text  which 
Romanists  rely  on  to  prove  their  statements  is  1 Cor.  iii : 
13-15,  but  even  about  this  opinions  are  very  divided  as 
to  what  the  text  really  does  mean.  We  would  point  out 
that  it  contains  no  reference  to  the  Roman  Purgatory 
whatever.  St.  Paul  is  referring  to  the  works  of  ministers 
of  the  Gospel  ; Purgatory  has  to  do  with  the  souls  of 
Christians  in  general.  The  fire  of  1 Cor.  iii  tries  and 
tests  their  works  ; the  fire  of  Purgatory  is  supposed  to 
punish  and  purify  the  souls  of  men.  Another  text  which  is 
brought  forward  is  2 Maccabees  iii  : 43-46,  but  as  this 
is  taken  from  an  apocryphal  book  which  was  never  received 
by  the  Jews,  nor  by  the  Early  Church  as  an  inspired  book 
or  worthy  of  a place  in  the  list  of  the  Canonical  Books  of 
Scripture,  we  ignore  it  as  being  of  no  value.  1 Peter 
iii  : 18-20  is  also  quoted  by  some  Romanists  as  a proof  of 
Purgatory,  but  as  Fr.  Vitalis  in  his  Catechism,  p.  40, 
tells  us  that  it  refers,  not  to  Purgatory,  but  to  Hades,  we 
will  leave  it  to  Roman  Catholics  to  settle  among  themselves 
as  to  what  it  really  does  refer  to. 

Unable  to  find  any  further  proof  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, or  in  the  writings  of  the  early  Catholic  Fathers,  the 
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Roman  Church  has  had  to  rely  on  the  supposed  revela- 
tions made  to  certain  of  her  members,  and 

Purgatory  the  Abbe  Louvet  made  a collection  of 

according  to  these  in  his  book  called  “ Purgatory,  accord- 

the  Saints.  ing  to  the  revelation  of  the  Saints.”  In 

this  book  he  says  that  the  Saints  have  been 
allowed  by  God  to  visit  Purgatory,  and  they  have  drawn 
for  our  instruction  a map  of  it.  According  to  their  revela- 
tions the  damned  are  condemned  to  live  in  the  centre  of 
this  earth  in  everlasting  fire  ; above  this  is  Purgatory, 
which  is  divided  into  three  sections,  each  having  its  own 
special  torment  for  the  souls  condemned  to  dwell  there. 
Above  Purgatory  there  is  the  “limbus  infantium,”  a place 
where  unbaptized  children  are  condemned  to  dwell  for 
ever,  with  no  hope  of  escape.  Above  this  place  is  another 
called  “ limbus  patrum.”  This  is  now  empty,  but  it  used 
to  be  the  abode  of  the  souls  of  the  patriarchs  who  were 
delivered  by  Christ  when  He  descended  to  that  place  after 
His  crucifixion  and  before  His  resurrection. 

Many  lurid  details  of  the  agony  of  those  in  Purgatory 
have  been  revealed  by  those  who  have  visited  it,  but  they 
have  to  be  accepted  “ by  faith,”  as  the  Roman  Church, 
the  Infallible  Guide,  has  very  wisely  not  committed  her- 
self by  any  authoritative  statement.  The  many  books 
about  Purgatory  published  by  the  Catholic 
Popes  in  Truth  Societies  are  issued,  however,  with 

Purgatory.  the  sanction  of  the  authorities,  and  contain 
innumerable  stories  of  the  terrible  condition 
of  the  souls  condemned  to  Purgatory,  and  urge  the  living 
to  do  all  they  can,  by  prayers,  by  Masses  for  the  dead — all 
of  which  have  to  be  paid  for — and  by  alms,  to  obtain  their 
release.  It  is  very  noticeable  how  often  money  is  men- 
tioned in  connection  with  Purgatory.  It  is  interesting  to 
read  in  Louvet’s  book  that  many  popes  have  had  to  suffer 
the  torments  of  Purgatory,  and  mention  is  made  of  Pius 
IV,  Pius  VII,  Leo  XII,  and  Benedict  VIII,  all  of  whom 
were  confined  in  Purgatory.  Pope  Innocent  III,  who 
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called  together  the  Council  of  Trent,  is  said  to  have 
appeared  to  St.  Lutgarde,  and  told  her  that  he  had  nar- 
rowly escaped  being  cast  into  Hell,  and  was  condemned  to 
suffer  in  Purgatory  till  the  end  of  the  world,  and  earnestly 
entreated  her  prayers  for  his  release.  Cardinal  Bellarmine, 
commenting  on  this  incident,  wrote  : “ This  example  fills 
me  with  real  terror  every  time  I think  of  it.”  On  the 
strength  of  such  foolish  and  absurd  stories,  which  the  pope, 
the  Infallible  Teacher  of  the  Church,  will  neither  confirm 
nor  condemn,  the  faith  of  Roman  Catholics  is  being 
built  up. 

Not  content  with  making  the  blessed  Virgin  Mary  Queen 
of  Heaven,  they  tell  us  ( see  Fr.  Schouppe’s  “ Purgatory  in 
the  Divine  Plan,”  p.  9.)  that  “ she  consoles  and  comforts 
the  poor  souls  in  their  misery  in  Purgatory.  Is  she  not 
the  consolation  of  the  afflicted  ? Is  she  not  the  Mother  of 
Mercy  ? And  is  it  not  towards  these  holy  suffering  souls 
that  she  must  show  all  the  mercy  of  her  heart  ? They 
are  also  assisted  and  consoled  by  the  holy  Angels,  and  es- 
pecially by  their  guardian  angels.”  On  p.  10  he  asks  : 
“ What  are  the  suffrages  by  which,  according  to  the  doct- 
rine of  the  Church,  we  may  aid  the  souls  in  Purgatory? 
They  consist  of  prayers,  alms,  fasts,  penances  of  any  kind, 
indulgences,  and  above  all  the  holy  Sacrifice  of  the 
Mass.” 

Having  consigned  these  poor  souls  to  a place  of 
tormerit,  for  the  existence  of  which  he  offers  absolutely  no 
proof,  Fr.  Schouppe  then  asks  us  to  give  alms  and  pay  for 
masses  to  get  them  out  of  it  ! He  says  plainly,  p.  13,  that 
“ these  souls  have  been  ransomed  by  the  blood  of  Jesus,” 
and  that  agrees  with  1 John  i : 7.  “ the  blood  of  Jesus  His 
Son  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin.”  Then  why  have  they  been 
cast  into  this  place  of  torment  ? DoesFr.  Schouppe  mean 
to  tell  us  that  the  blood  of  Jesus  has  not  cleansed 
them  from  all  sin  ? that  Jesus  is  not  able  to  save  them  to 
the  uttermost  ? — (See  Heb.  vii : 25).  He  urges  us  to  work 
for  their  deliverance,  but  assures  us  (p.  13)  that  Divine 
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Goodness  asks  from  us  nothing  that  is  “ painful ; it  requires 
only  such  works  as  are  ordinary  and  easy— a.  Rosary,  a 
Communion,  a visit  to  the  Blessed  Sacrament,  an  Alms.” 
Again  we  notice  how  often  money  is  asked  for  to  deliver 
these  tormented  souls. 

In  a sixteen  page  booklet  Fr.  Schouppe  draws  a 
terrible  picture  of  the  sufferings  of  the  souls  in  Purgatory, 
and  urges  us  again  and  again  to  give  alms. 
Roman  to  procure  their  release,  because  “ the  souls 

Teaching  is  in  Purgatory  are  in  such  extreme  necessity, 
Contradictory,  they  supplicate  us  with  tears  in  the  midst 
of  their  torments.  They  supplicate  us  with 
these  touching  words  : “Have  pity  on  me,  have  pity  on 
me,  at  least  you  my  friends.”  Alas  ! their  necessities  being 
very  great,  the  souls  who  thus  suffer  have  a right  to  our 
assistance.”  That  is  Fr.  Schouppe’s  story.  On  the  other 
hand  St.  Catherine  of  Genoa  says  of  the  souls  in  Purga- 
tory : “ They  suffer  all  their  pains  gladly,  and  would  not 

rid  them  of  a single  pang.”  Evidently  St.  Catherine  had 
no  use  for  papal  Indulgences.  If  this  is  really  so,  why  da 
the  priests  so  earnestly  entreat  us  to  do  all  we  can  for 
their  release  ? Why  do  they  urge  us  to  pray  for  Masses 
for  the  dead  ? Why  do  they  beg  us  to  give  liberal  alms 
for  the  same  purpose  ? This  constant  begging  for  alms  to 
purchase  the  release  of  souls  from  Purgatory  nauseates  the 
reader  of  Roman  Catholic  books  dealing  with  Purgatory. 
Is  God  a jailor  who  can  be  bribed  ? 

Here  we  may  ask  what  is  the  condition  of  that  poor 
soul  in  Purgatory  who  has  no  relative  to  pay  for  Masses 
for  its  deliverance  from  torment?  This  whole  idea  of 
bargaining  with  God  is  utterly  repulsive  to  any  one  who 
knows  God  as  Jesus  Christ  revealed  Him.  The  priest  says 
“You  must  do  so  much,  or  pay  so  much,  and  you  will  be 
forgiven  so  much.”  We  reply  that  the  God  and  Father  of 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  does  not  bargain  in  this  way  with 
His  children.  With  love  and  tender  mercy  He  calls  them 
to  Himself,  and  freely  offers  salvation,  full  and  perfect,  ta 


246 


those  who  repent  of  their  sins  and  receive  Jesus  as  Lord 
and  Saviour.  Salvation,  Forgiveness,  Eternal  Life,  are 
God’s  free  gifts  ; not  so  much  merchandise  to  be  bargained 
nnd  paid  for. 

The  teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome  respecting 
certain  details  connected  with  the  doctrine  of  Purgatory 
is  so  very  vague  and  conflicting,  that  we  would  ask  for 
more  definite  instruction  about  it.  For  example,  we  are 
told  that 

1.  The  absolution  given  by  the  priest  remits  the 

eternal  guilt  of  mortal  sin. 

2.  By  the  grant  of  Indulgences  the  temporal  punish- 

ment of  mortal  sin  is  remitted. 

3.  Extreme  Unction  remits  all  venial  sin. 

As  in  these  three  ways  sin  of  every  kind  has  been 
remitted,  and  the  account  of  the  sinner  has  been  settled, 
what  other  sin  is  there  remaining  that  requires  the  cleans- 
ing fire  of  Purgatory  ? 

The  souls  tormented  in  Purgatory,  if  there  are  any 
there,  are  the  souls  of  good  Roman  Catholics,  who 
believed  in  Christ,  were  baptised  into  His  Church, 
and  lived  according  to  the  teaching  of  her  priests, 
and  yet  they  are  pursued  by  the  wrath  and  ven- 
geance of  God.  Where  then  is  the  love  of  God?  Where 
is  the  “perfect  salvation”  that  Christ  came  to  bestow  on 
believers  ? Christ’s  blood  evidently  does  not  cleanse  from 
all  sin. — See  1 John  i : 9.  The  faults  and  blemishes  from 
which  Roman  Catholics  are  to  be  purged  by  the  fires  of 
Purgatory  are  only  venial  sins  ; and  venial  sins  are  supposed 
to  be  so  trifling  that  a person  may  attend  Mass  and  com- 
municate without  confessing  them  to  the  priest,  and  yet 
God,  in  His  wrath  and  anger,  and  to  satisfy  His  justice, 
punishes  in  Purgatory  what  the  Church  does  not  consider 
to  be  really  sins  ! 

If  the  purpose  of  God  is  to  cleanse  these  souls  in 
Purgatory,  how  does  the  priest  or  the  pope  know  when 
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that  time  of  purging  has  been  fulfilled  ? To  release  them 
before  God  would  do  so  must  be  bad  for  them,  so  why  are 
the  faithful  urged  to  obtain  as  many  Indulgences  as  they 
can,  both  for  themselves  and  for  the  souls  already  in 
Purgatory  ? 

Again,  St.  Paul  clearly  states  in  Phil,  i : 12  that  “ to 
die  is  gain,”  and  see  also  Rev.  xiv  : 13,  “ Blessed  are  the 
dead  which  die  in  the  Lord  from  henceforth  ; yea,  saith 
the  Spirit,  that  they  may  rest  from  their  labours.”  If 
then  the  believer  by  dying  enters  into  the  fulness  of  bliss, 
if  to  die  is  gain,  where  does  the  Roman  Purgatory  come 
in,  for  Purgatory  is  torment,  “ a sort  of  mitigated 
Hell.”  Where  is  the  gain,  the  rest,  the  perfect  bliss  of 
life  after  death,  spoken  of  in  scripture,  if  the  soul  has  to 
stay  in  the  torment  of  Purgatory  for  thousands  of  years  ? 

The  soul  is  in  excruciating  tortures,  suffers  horrible 
agonies,  to  satisfy  the  justice  of  God,  according  to  the 
teaching  of  Rome. 

We  thought  that  the  justice  of  God  was  satisfied  by 
the  death  of  Christ  on  the  Gross.  Where  then  is  the  grace 
of  God? 


Chrysostom  states  clearly  that  “ Where  there  is 
grace,  there  is  remission  ; where  there  is  remission,  there 
is  no  punishment  ” — (8th  Homily  on  Ep.  to  Romans). 


Cyprian  writing  on  the  Passion  of  Christ,  says  : 

“Thy  blood,  O Lord,  seeketh  no  revenge.  Thy  blood, 
washeth  our  sins  and  pardoneth  our  trespasses.” 


Against  the  teaching  of  the  Roman  Church  about  a 
T,  c T.r  , fictitious  Purgatory  we  place  the  sure  word 
rfHcTE  of  Ho,y  Scrfpiurl,  and  suggest  that  the 
y 3 P following  passages  will  ease  the  troubled 
minds  of  any  who  live  in  dread  of 
purgatorial  flames  : 

Isaiah,  liii  : 5-6;  Col.  ii  : 13;  Romans,  viii  : 1,  33 
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and  34  ; 1 John  i : 7 ; Phil,  i : 21  and  23  ; 2 Cor.  v : 6 
and  8’;  John  v : 24 

With  such  statements  from  Holy  Writ 
The  state  of  describing  the  blessedness  of  the  faithful 
the  blessed  who  have  passed  over  to  the  other  side 
dead.  before  us,  how  can  any  one  possibly  accept 

the  Roman  teaching  on  Purgatory  ? 

With  these  passages  of  Scripture  we  may  also  compare 
the  words  of  St.  Athanasius  : “ That  is  not  death  that 

befalleth  the  righteous,  but  a translation,  for  they  are 
translated  out  of  this  world  into  everlasting  rest ; and  as 
a man  would  go  out  of  prison,  so  do  the  saints  go  out  of 
this  troublesome  life  into  those  good  things  that  are  pre- 
pared for  them.” — (Athan.  on  Virginity).  Also  the  words 
of  another  great  saint,  Ambrose  : “ Where  fools  do  fear 
death  as  the  chief  of  evils,  wise  men  do  desire  it,  as  a 
rest  after  labours  and  an  end  of  their  evils  ” — (Ambros  de 
bene  mortis.  Cap.  4).  And  of  Macarius,  who  wrote  : 
“ When  the  holy  servants  of  God  remove  out  of  their  body, 
the  choirs  of  angels  receive  their  souls  unto  their  own  side, 
unto  the  pure  world,  and  so  bring  them  unto  the  Lord  ” 
— (Macar.  Aegypt.  Homil.  22).  St.  Chrysostom,  comment- 
ing on  the  state  of  the  departed,  writes  as  follows  : “ Do  not 
we  praise  God  and  give  thanks  unto  Him  for  that  He  hath 
now  crowned  him  that  is  departed,  for  that  He  hath  freed 
him  from  his  labours,  for  that  quitting  him  from  fear  He 
keepeth  him  with  Himself  ? Are  not  the  hymns  for  this 
end?  Is  not  the  singing  of  Psalms  for  this  purpose? 
All  these  be  tokens  of  rejoicing  ” — (Chrysos.  in  Ep.  ad 
Heb.  Nom.  4)  Gregory  Nazianzen  taught  that  the  souls 
of  the  righteous,  before  the  resurrection  of  the  body,  are  at 
once  admitted  into  the  presence  of  God. 

Fr.  Bruno,  in  “Catholic  Belief,”  p.  186,  writes  that 
“ the  Catholic  belief  in  Purgatory  rests  especially  on  the 
Apostolic  traditions  of  the  Church,  recorded  in  all  ancient 
Liturgies.”  Prayers  for  the  departed  are  to  be  found  in  most 
Liturgies,  but  in  no  single  Liturgy  of  the  Primitive  Church  is 
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there  any  hint  that  the  departed  are  in  a state  of  suffering. 
If  the  intercessions  for  the  dead  in  ancient  Liturgies  were 
to  relieve  souls  from  the  excruciating  torments  of  Purgatory, 
how  is  it  that  they  were  offered  for  the  blessed  Virgin 
Mary,  for  the  Apostles,  for  Martyrs  and  Saints  ? We  will 
let  the  Eastern  Church,  which  has  consistently  rejected  the 
Roman  dogma  of  a Purgatory,  answer  for  he;rself  in  this 
matter.  At  the  Council  of  Basle,  1431-8,  the  bishpps  of 
the  Eastern  Church  stated  : “ We  own  no  purgatorial  fire, 
nor  any  temporary  punishment  which  shall  have  an  end, 
for  we  received  no  such  thing  by  tradition,  nor  doth  the 
Eastern  Church  acknowledge  to  receive  it.”  In  1718  the 
Patriarchs  of  Jerusalem,  Constantinople,  and  Antioch 
made  the  following  statement  : “ As  for  the  Purgatorial 
fire,  invented  by  the  papists  to  command  the  purse  of  the 
ignorant,  we  will  by  no  means  hear  of  it.  For  it  is  a fic- 
tion, a doting  fable  ....  it  has  no  existence  save  in  the 
imagination  ....  there  is  no  appearance  of 
The  Eastern  it  in  the  Sacred  Scriptures  or  Holy 
Church  re-  Fathers.”  In  1895  the  bishops  of  the  Or- 
jects  the  thodox  Greek  Church  replied  to  the  Ency- 

Roman  clical  of  Leo  XIII  as  follows  : “The  one 

Purgatory.  Holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  of  the 
Seven  ^Ecumenical  Councils,  in  accordance 
with  the  inspired  teaching  of  Holy  Scripture  and  with  the 
Apostolic  tradition  of  old,  prays  and  invokes  the  mercy  of 
God  for  pardon  and  repose  of  them  that  are  asleep  in  the 
Lord.  But  the  Papal  Church,  from  the  twelfth  century 
onwards,  invented  and  accumulated  in  the  person  of  the 
Pope — as  sole  possessor  of  privileges — a multitude  of  inno- 
vations touching  a purgatorial  fire,  touching  the  super- 
abundance of  merits  in  Saints,  and  their  distribution  to 
those  in  need  of  them,  and  such  like.” 


The  following  extracts  from  a Catechism  called  “ The 
Doctrine  of  the  Russian  Church  ” shows  clearly  the  attitude 
of  that  Church  to  the  Roman  Doctrine  of  Purgatory  :: — 
Q.  In  what  state  are  the  souls  of  the  dead  till  the  general 
resurrection  ? 
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A.  The  souls  of  the  righteous  are  in  light  and  rest, 
with  a foretaste  of  eternal  happiness  ; but  the  souls  of  the 
wicked  are  in  a state  the  reverse  of  this. 

How  different  Rome’s  present  day  teaching  about 
Purgatory  is  from  that  formerly  taught  in  the  Roman 
Church  may  be  seen  from  the  following  prayer,  taken 
from  the  Canon  in  the  Liturgy  of  Rome  : “ Remember,  O 
Lord,  thy  servants  and  handmaidens  which  have  gone  be- 
fore us  with  the  sign  of  faith,  and  sleep  the  sleep  of 
peace.  To  them,  O Lord,  and  to  all  those  who  are  at 
rest  in  Christ,  we  beseech  Thee  that  Thou  wouldst  grant 
a place  of  refreshment,  of  light,  and  of  peace.”  Here 
there  is  nothing  about  fiery  torments  or  God’s  justice,  but 
refreshment,  light  and  peace.  To  such  a prayer  for  the 
departed  we  make  no  objection  whatever.  As  Archbishop 
Bramhall  (1593-1663)  wrote  : “We  condemn  not  all  pray- 
ing for  the  dead,  that  is,  for  their  resurrection,  and  the  con- 
summation of  their  happiness,  but  their  (Roman)  prayers 
for  their  deliverance  out  of  Purgatory.” 

As  regards  the  state  of  the  faithful  departed  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Fathers  of  the  Early  Church  and  of  the  Greek 
Church,  as  also  that  of  the  Church  of  England  and  the 
Church  of  India,  and  the  other  Reformed  Churches,  is  that 
they  live  in  a state  of  light,  rest,  peace,  and  happiness, 
while  the  Roman  Church  teaches  that  they  live  in  a state 
of  torment,  differing  from  that  of  Hell  only  in  the  certain- 
ty of  future  deliverance.  The  Church  of 
The  Reformed  England  stated  her  attitude  towards  the 
Churches  re-  Roman  doctrine  in  her  Article  XXII — 
ject  the  “ The  Romish  doctrine  concerning  Purga- 

Roman  Pur-  tory.  . . is  a fond  thing  vainly  invented,  and 
gatory.  grounded  upon  no  warranty  of  Scripture, 

but  rather  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God.” 
Bishop  Cosin  T594 — 1672),  the  saintly  bishop  of  Durham, 
voices  the  feelings  of  many  churchmen  of  today  in  the 
following  words  : “ Though  the  souls  of  the  faithful  be  in 
joy  and  felicity,  yet,  because  they  are  not  in  such  a degree 
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of  joy  and  felicity  as  that  they  never  can  receive  more 
than  that  they  have  already  ....  we  beseech  God  to  give 
them  a full  and  perfect  consummation  of  bliss,  both  in  body 
and  soul,  in  His  eternal  kingdom  of  glory  which  is  yet  to 
come.” 

All  the  reformed  Churches  of  the  West,  and  in  the 
East  the  Greek,  Russian,  Coptic,  Abyssinian,  Georgian, 
Armenian,  Syrian  and  Chaldean  Churches  have  rejected 
the  Roman  doctrine  of  Purgatory.  It  is  not  found  in  the 
New  Testament ; it  was  not  taught  by  the  Apostles.  As 
W.  A.  Butler  points  out : “ If  souls  elect,  saved,  forgiven, 
are  after  death  to  be  tortured  for  thousands  of  years  in 
Purgatorial  flames,  and  depend  upon  their  sole  chance 
of  alleviation  or  release  on  Masses  on  earth,  how  incom- 
prehensible is  it  that  Paul  made  no  reference  whatever 
to  such  Masses.”  No  trace  of  the  doctrine  can  be  found 
in  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the  first  six  centuries,  with 
the  exception  of  two  allusions  by  Origen  and  Augustine. 
It  is  contrary  to  the  general  tenor  of  the  teaching  of  the 
New  Testament  ; it  denies  the  perfect  salvation  wrought 
for  us  by  Christ  ; it  increases  the  authority  of  the  priests 
and  augments  the  income  of  the  Roman  Church  ; and  all 
through  the  history  of  the  Church  it  has  been  a grave  cause 
of  scandal.  For  which  reasons  we  will  have  nothing  what- 
ever to  do  with  this  Romish  doctrine. 


CHAPTER  XXI 

INDULGENCES 


Pope  Gelasius 
denied  that 
the  Church 
had  Power  to 
grant  Indulg- 
ences for  the 
Dead. 


The  doctrine  of  Indulgences  as  taught  today  is  neither 
Apostolic  nor  Catholic,  but  is  a late  innovation  of  the 
Roman  Church.  There  is  no  evidence 
whatever  that  it  was  taught  by  the  Apostles 
or  by  the  Fathers  of  the  Catholic  Church. 
Pope  Gelasius  I was  asked  to  grant  a 
pardon  or  indulgence  to  certain  people  who 
had  died,  and  he  replied  to  the  request  as 
follows  : “ They  request  us  to  grant 

pardon  to  the  dead  also  ; a thing  plainly 
not  possible  for  us,  since  in  that  it  is  said,  “ Whatsoever  ye 
shall  bind  on  earth,’  He  reserved  those  who  are  obviously 
no  longer  on  earth,  not  tc  human  judgment,  but  to  His  own 
judgment.  Further,  the  Church  dares  not  arrogate  to 
herself  what  she  sees  was  not  granted  to  the  Apostles, 
seeing  that  the  case  of  the  living  is  of  one  sort,  and  that  of 
the  dead  of  another.”  Had  later  popes  exercised  the  same 
wisdom  which  Pope  Gelasius  here  showed,  the  Christian 
Church  would  have  been  saved  from  the  terrible  shame, 
disgrace,  and  misery  she  has  had  to  suffer  from  the  popish 
■ doctrine  of  Indulgences. 


In  spite  of  the  ruling  of  Gelasius  I,  the  Council  of 
Trent  passed  the  following  decree  : No.  XXV — “ Since 
the  power  of  granting  Indulgences  hath  been  bestowed  by 
Christ  upon  the  Church,  and  such  power  divinely  imparted 
hath  been  exercised  by  her  even  in  the  earliest  times  ; this 
holy  Synod  teaches  and  enjoins  that  the  use  of  Indulgences 
— as  very  salutary  to  Christian  people,  and  approved  of 
by  the  sacred  Councils — be  retained  in  the  Church,  and 
pronounces  an  anathema  on  such  as  shall  affirm  them 
to  be  useless,  or  deny  the  power  of  granting  them  to  be  in 
the  Church.” 
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Indulgences, 
as  taught  to- 
day, were  un-  11XCX“’  ' 
known  in  the  ° e 
Primitive 
Church. 


The  bishops  at  the  Council  of  Trent  claimed  that  the 
power  to  grant  Indulgences  was  given  by  Christ  to  His 
Apostles,  and  was  the  practice  of  the  Early 
Church,  but  gave  no  proof  for  their  state- 
ment, whereas  Sylvester  Prierias,  the  master 
pope’s  palace  in  Rome,  expressly 
stated  that  “ Pardons,  i.  e.,  Indulgences,  are 
not  known  to  us  by  the  authority  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, but  by  the  authority  of  the  Roman 
Church  and  of  the  Bishops  of  Rome,  which  is  greater  than 
the  Scripture’s  and  Johannes  Major  said  much  the  same 
thing  : “ Of  Pardons  little  may  be  said  of  certainty,  for 
the  Scripture  expressly  saith  nothing  of  them.”  Durandus, 
Bishop  of  Meaux,  (d.  1332)  wrote  : “ One  cannot  with 

certainty  say  much  about  Indulgences,  because  neither 
the  Scriptures  nor  the  Fathers  speak  definitely  thereon.” 
This  is  endorsed  by  Antoninus,  Archbishop  of  Florence 
(1388-1459),  who  was  canonized  in  1523  by  Pope  Adrian 
IV  ; he  wrote  that  “ We  have  no  testimony  either  in  the 
Scriptures  or  among  the  Fathers  in  favour  of  Indulgences, 
but  only  the  authority  of  some  modern  authors.”  Cardi- 
nal Cajetan,  1469-1534,  wrote  : “ We  have  no  certainty 

about  the  authority  of  Indulgences,  and  do  not  possess  on 
this  point  any  authority  either  from  Holy  Scripture,  from 
the  Ancient  Fathers,  or  from  the  Greek  and  Latin  authors  ” 
— (Tract  “ De  Indulg.”  C.  2).  Alfonsus  de  Castro,  Arch- 
bishop of Compostella,  (1558)  writes:  “There  is  nothing 
in  the  Scriptures  less  clear,  or  of  which  the  ancient  Fathers 
have  said  less,  than  Indulgences ; it  would  appear  that 
the  system  has  only  lately  been  received  into  the  Church.” 
Cardinal  Fisher  (1535)  bears  the  same  testimony  : “ Since 
it  was  so  late  before  Purgatory  was  admitted  into  the 
Universal  Church,  who  can  be  surprised  that  at  the 
earlier  period  of  the  Church  no  use  was  made  of  Indul- 
gences. There  was  no  use  of  Indulgences  for  the  first 
twelve  centuries ; they  began  after  the  people  were 
affrighted  by  the  torments  of  Purgatory.”  Yet  in  spite  of 
all  this  evidence  to  the  effect  that  Indulgences  could  not 
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be  proved  from  Scripture,  and  that  they  were  contrary  to 
the  practice  of  the  Primitive  Church,  the  Council  of  Trent 
decreed  that  the  system  of  granting  Indulgences  was 
taught  by  Christ  and  His  Apostles,  and  was  the  practice  of 
the  Early  Church. 

What  is  an  Indulgence  ? In  the  Early  Church  when 
any  one  had  committed  a grievous  sin  he  was  placed  under 
discipline  by  the  Church  authorities,  and 
What  is  an  sentence  of  punishment,  in  some  cases 
Indulgence  ? amounting  to  excommunication,  was  pro- 
nounced against  him.  If  he  repented  of 
his  sin,  and  showed  satisfactory  signs  of  sorrow,  the  bishop 
remitted,  either  entirely  or  in  part,  the  punishment  which 
had  been  awarded  by  the  Church,  and  he  was  received 
back  into  communion.  An  example  of  this  is  seen  in  the 
Church  of  Corinth,  when  St.  Paul  received  back  the 
incestuous  member  who  had  been  excommunicated — ( See 
1 Cor.  v.  and  2 Cor.  ii).  This  was  a true  and  primitive 
Indulgence,  and  no  sensible  person  could  possibly  object 
to  such  a procedure.  St.  Chrysostom  says  of  such  repent- 
ance and  forgiveness  : “ Show  your  contrition,  show 

your  reformation,  and  all  is  done.”  In  the  first  four 
centuries,  when  the  Christians  suffered  much  persecution, 
it  was  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  bishops  to  remit  entirely, 
or  to  shorten  the  period  of  punishment  for  those  who  had 
apostatized,  and  afterwards  begged  for  readmission  to  the 
Church.  The  subject  of  discipline  in  the  Church,  and 
the  readmission  by  the  bishop  of  apostates  who  expressed 
their  sorrow,  was  discussed  in  a number  of  early  Coun- 
cils, but  it  must  be  clearly  pointed  out  that  the  forgiveness 
or  indulgence  was  granted  only  to  the  living ; it  had  no 
reference  whatever  to  the  dead,  and  certainly  none  to  the 
souls  in  Purgatory,  for  Purgatory  was  unknown  in  those 
days. 

With  the  introduction  of  the  dogma  of  a Purgatory — 
for  which  see  chapter  xx — the  Roman  Church  began  to 
apply  the  teaching  about  forgiveness  of  the  living  and 
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the  remission  of  ecclesiastical  punishment,  to  the  dead, 
or  rather  to  the  souls  in  Purgatory,  who  were  supposed  to 
be  making  expiation  in  torment  for  those 
Roman  sins  they  had  committed  on  earth,  and  for 

Doctrine  of  which  they  had  failed  to  satisfy  the  justice 
Indulgences,  of  God  before  they  died.  Although  their 
sins  had  been  forgiven  by  God,  the  Roman 
Church  taught,  and  still  teaches,  that  they  had  to  make 
atonement  to  the  justice  of  God  in  Purgatory.  The  debt 
of  the  sinner  had  not  been  entirely  cancelled,  and  the  un- 
cancelled debt  could  only  be  fully  wiped  out  through  the 
pains  and  torments  of  Purgatory.  The  period  during 
which  souls  are  detained  in  Purgatory  was  not  explicitly 
defined  by  the  Church  ; it  might  extend  to  thousands  of 
years,  but  could  be  considerably  shortened  by  the  granting 
of  an  Indulgence  by  the  pope.  The  Indulgence  was  a 
form  of  forgiveness  or  remission  of  temporal  punishment 
due  to  sin  which  the  sinner  was  trying  to  expiate  in 
Purgatory,  and  might  be  obtained  in  several  ways. 

This  Indulgence  may  be  granted  by  the  pope  in 
return  for  saying  certain  prayers,  especially  those  address- 
ed to  the  Virgin  Mary  ; for  keeping  special  fasts  ; for 
visiting  certain  Churches  ; for  attending  Mass  and  looking 
with  special  reverence  at  the  host  or  consecrated  bread  ; 
by  giving  money  for  any  special  object.  In  these  ways, 
when  accompanied  with  faith  and  repentance,  an  Indul- 
gence may  be  obtained,  either  for  one’s  own  benefit,  or 
for  the  benefit  of  some  particular  soul  detained  in  Purga- 
tory. We  are  told  that  “ when  the  Catholic  Church  grants 
such  a remission  or  Indulgence  this  remission  holds  good 
before  God.” 

In  the  thirteenth  century  the  famous  Roman  Catholic 
theologian,  Thomas  Aquinas,  still  further  developed  the 
teaching  about  Indulgences,  and  invented  a spiritual 
Treasure  House,  the  key  of  which  was  given  to  the  pope, 
who  had  full  authority  over  its  contents,  which  consisted  of 
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1 .  — The  supererogatory  merits  of  those  saints  who 

had  done  more  good  works  than  God  had  re- 
quired of  them. 

2.  — The  supererogatory  merits  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 

Mary. 

3.  — The  merits  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 

All  these  merits  were  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the 
pope,  who  could  dispense  them  as  he  wished  for  the 
benefit  of  the  souls  detained  in  Purgatory. 

Does  it  not  seem  impertinent  and  profane  to  suggest 
that  the  merits  of  saints  can  be  offered  to  God  together 
with  the  merits  of  God  the  Son  ? Yet  Leo  X,  1513-1521, 
in  his  Decretal,  claimed  that  “ The  Pope  of  Rome  may 
grant  to  the  saints  of  Christ,  whether  they  be  in  this  life 
or  in  Purgatory,  pardons  out  of  the  superabundancy  of 
the  merits  of  Christ  and  of  the  saints  ; and  that  they  may 
be  used  for  the  living  as  well  as  for  the  dead,  by  his 
apostolic  power  of  granting  pardons.” 

This  arrogant  assumption  by  the  Bishop  of  Rome  is 
an  insult  to  the  Redeemer  of  the  world.  We  remember 
John  the  Baptist’s  testimony  : “ Behold  the  Lamb  of  God, 
which  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world” — (John  i : 29), 
and  the  words  of  St.  Peter  : “ Ye  were  not  redeemed  with 
corruptible  things,  as  silver  and  gold,  but  with  the  pre- 
cious blood  of  Christ  ” — (1  Peter  i : 18). 

The  doctrine  of  the  supererogatory  merits  of  the 
saints  contradicts  the  teaching  of  Christ  which  He  gave 
through  the  parable  of  the  Ten  Virgins,  for  the  wise  virgins 
refused  to  share  their  oil  with  the  foolish,  on  the  plea  that 
there  would  not  be  enough  for  all — (Matt,  xxv  : 8-9). 

Regarding  the  merit  of  our  Blessed  Redeemer  Jesus 
Christ  no  Christian  doubts  that  it  is  sufficient  for  every 
sinner,  but  about  the  supererogatory  merits  of  the  Virgin 
Mary  and  of  the  other  saints  there  is  reasonable  doubt. 
Fr.  Vitalis  tells  us  about  this  Treasury  in  his  Catechism, 
pp.  113-114  : “The  Church  grants  to  us  the  merits  of 
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the  holy  works  of  Blessed  Mary  and  all  other  saints, 
because  the  Church  exercises  authority  over  such  merits. 
For  this  reason  these  merits  are  called  the  Treasury  of 
the  Church.”  Yet  on  p.  36  he  says  “ no  man  or  angel 
can  atone  for  sin,  because  before  God  all  their  works  are 
worthless.”  In  this  case  his  teaching  corresponds  with 
that  of  his  Divine  Master,  Who  said  to  His  apostles  : 
“ Even  so  ye  also,  when  ye  shall  have  done  all  the  things 
that  are  commanded  you,  say,  We  are  unprofitable  ser- 
vants ; we  have  done  that  which  it  was  our  duty  to  do  ” 
— (Luke  xvii  : 10).  Yet  it  is  these  very  works  which  Christ 
described  as  unprofitable  that  the  popes  now  affirm  are 
profitable.  Which  are  we  to  believe,  the  pope  ? — or  our 
divine  Master  ? 

Having  stated  on  p.  36  that  the  works  of  men  and  of 
angels  are  “ worthless  before  God,”  and  that  “ no  man 
or  angel  can  atone  for  sin,”  on  p.  50  Fr.  Vitalis  asks  : 
“ Is  it  a good  thing  to  help  the  souls  in  Purgatory  ? ” and 
himself  replies  : “ Yes,  it  is  a very  good  thing,  especially 

by  hearing  mass,  by  obtaining  Indulgences,  and  by  giving 
alms.”  Fr.  Makair  also  assures  us  (p.  43  of  “The  True 
Christian  ”),  that  “ The  souls  detained  in  Purgatory  can 
obtain  great  mercy  through  us.”  When  these  two  “ author- 
ized teachers  of  religion  ” both  assure  us  that  our  works 
are  “ worthless,”  will  they  please  explain  how  they  can 
possibly  be  of  any  use  to  the  souls  in  Purgatory. 

Although  no  testimony  can  be  produced  from  the 
writings  of  any  Father,  or  from  any  document  of  the 
Early  Church,  that  the  practice  of  granting  Indulgences, 
as  they  are  granted  today,  was  known  or  used  in  the 
Church  for  the  first  thousand  years,  yet  since  the  eleventh 
century  the  popes  have  been  most  lavish  in  dispensing  them. 

The  system  of  granting  Indulgences  dates 
Popes  grant  back  to  Gregory  VII,  who  in  1084  granted 
Indulgences.  Indulgences  for  the  remission  of  all  sins  to 
all  who  would  fight  against  his  enemy, 
Henry  IV  of  Germany.  The  practice  thus  started  was 
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continued  by  Pope  Urban  II,  1088-1099,  who  promised 
the  remission  of  all  penances,  as  well  as  granting  certain 
salvation,  to  all  who  would  join  the  Crusade  to  recapture 
the  Holy  Land  from  the  Muhammadans. 

This  action  of  Urban  II  struck  an  irreparable  blow 
to  true  religion,  but  in  1215  Pope  Innocent  III  again 
used  this  bribe  to  induce  men  to  join  the  Crusades,  and 
issued  the  following  : “ We  therefore  out  of  that  power 

of  binding  and  unloosing  which  God  has  bestowed  upon  us, 
however  unworthy,  indulge  to  all  who  shall  go  in  person, 
being  contrite  and  confessed,  the  plenary  forgiveness  of 
all  their  sins,  and  we  promise  them  an  augmentation  of 
eternal  salvation  in  the  retribution  of  the  just.”  The  first 
Lateran  Council,  1122,  had  already  granted  “remission 
of  sins  to  whoever  shall  go  to  Jerusalem,  and  effectually 
help  to  oppose  the  infidels.”  Every  Crusader  was  assured 
of  eternal  life  by  the  Roman  Church.  The  third  and 
fourth  Lateran  Councils  granted  the  same  Indulgence  to 
all  who  set  themselves  to  destroy  heretics,  i.e.,  Protestants, 
or  who  should  take  up  arms  against  them. 

Boniface  VIII,  1294-1303,  gave  a plenary  Indulgence 
to  all  who  visited  Rome  at  the  Jubilee  he  had  instituted, 
1300,  and  enormous  contributions  from  the  Faithful  was 
the  result.  Pope  Clement  V,  1305-1314,  also  decreed  that 
they  who,  at  the  Jubilee,  visited  certain  churches  in  Rome, 
should  obtain  “ a most  full  remission  of  all  their  sins.” 
and  he  not  only  granted  “ a plenary  absolution  ” of  all 
sins  to  all  who  died  on  the  road  to  Rome,  but  also  com- 
manded the  angels  of  Paradise  to  carry  their  souls  direct  to 
Heaven.  These  pilgrimages  to  Rome  at  the  Jubilees 
brought  in  immense  sums  of  money  to  the  popes,  hence 
the  very  liberal  Indulgences  granted  to  all  w'ho  took  part 
in  them.  In  1440  Pope  Eugenius  IV  decreed  a special 
grant  of  Indulgences  throughout  the  kingdoms  of  Christ- 
endom. Peter  de  Monte  cellected  an  enormous  sum  in 
England  through  the  sale  of  Indulgences,  and  swore  that 
“ Pope  Eugenius  should  never  have  that  money  unless  he 
appointed  him  (Peter)  as  Archbishop  of  Milan.” 
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It  was  Clement  VI,  1342-1352,  who  officially  decreed 
that  the  pope  alone  held  the  keys  of  the  Treasury 
of  Heaven,  i.e.,  of  the  surpererogatory  merits  of  the  Saints. 
In  his  Declaration,  published  in  1343,  he  stated  that  “the 
superabundant  satisfactions  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  who, 
being  exempt  from  every  actual  sin,  had  no  satisfaction 
to  pay  for  herself ; and  the  satisfactions  of  the  Saints,  who 
in  the  holy  deeds  of  their  lives,  have  paid  more  satisfac- 
tion than  their  sins  required,”  are  all  at  the  disposal  of 
the  pope.  According  to  his  declaration  the  saints  had 
made  God  their  debtor.  They  were  so  holy,  and  perform- 
ed so  many  and  so  great  deeds  of  holiness,  that  they 
were  actually  more  holy  than  the  standard  God  had  laid 
down  for  them.  This  is  borne  out  by  the  statement  of  a 
French  bishop,  Bonvier,  b.  1783,  in  his  book  “ Traite  des 
Indulgences,”  where  he  writes  : “ The  Blessed  Virgin 

was  never  stained  with  sin  ; St.  John  Baptist  was  sanctified 
in  his  mother’s  womb.  The  great  number  of  Confessors 
and  Martyrs,  of  spotless  Virgins,  and  mortified  Anchorites 
who  have  passed  their  whole  lives  in  prayer  and  fasting,  in 
weeping  and  sorrow,  in  discipline  and  maceration  of  the 
flesh,  have  offered  to  God  much  more  abundant  satisfac- 
tion than  they  owe  to  the  Divine  Justice.”  All  this 
superabundance  of  merits  is  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the 
pope,  who,  for  a consideration,  transfers  them  to  the 
credit  of  those  who  apply  and  pay  for  them.  The  pay- 
ment may  be  made  in  various  ways. 

Pope  Leo  X,  1513-1521,  declared  that  “ the  Roman 
Pontiff,  Vicar  of  Christ  on  earth,  can,  for  reasonable 
causes,  by  the  power  of  the  keys,  grant  to  the  faithful, 
whether  in  this  life  or  in  Purgatory,  Indulgences  out  of 
the  superabundance  of  the  merits  of  Christ  and  of  the 
saints,  and  those  who  have  truly  obtained  these  Indul- 
gences are  released  from  so  much  of  temporal  punishment 
•due  to  their  actual  sins  to  the  Divine  Justice,  as  is  the 
equivalent  to  the  Indulgence  granted  and  obtained.” 

Pope  Leo  XII,  in  1824,  announced  that  “ We  have 
resolved,  in  virtue  of  the  authority  given  us  by  heaven, 
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fully  to  unlock  the  sacred  Treasure,  composed  of  the 
merits,  sufferings  and  virtues  of  Christ  our  Lord,  and  of 
His  Virgin  Mother,  and  of  all  the  saints,  which  the  author 
of  human  salvation  has  entrusted  to  our  dispensation. 
During  this  year  of  Jubilee,  1824,  we  mercifully  give  and 
grant  in  the  Lord  a plenary  indulgence,  remission  and 
pardon  of  all  their  sins,  to  all  the  faithful  of  Christ,  truly 
penitent  and  confessing  their  sins,  and  receiving  the  Holy 
Communion,  who  shall  visit  the  churches  of  blessed  Peter 
and  Paul.” 

In  quite  recent  times  Pope  Pius  X,  1903 — 1914,  grant- 
ed an  Indulgence  of  seven  years  and  seven  times  forty 
days  to  the  faithful  who  look  at  the  Sacred  Host  “ with 
faith,  piety,  and  love,”  either  during  the  elevation  or  when 
it  is  exposed  in  the  monstrance.” 

In  order  to  encourage  Roman  Catholics  to  pray  to 
the  Virgin  Mary  very  liberal  Indulgences  are  granted. 
For  example,  the  repetition  of  the  words  “ Immaculate 
Heart  of  Mary,  pray  for  us,”  gains  100  days  Indulgence  ,- 
the  prayer  “ Sweet  Heart  of  Mary,  be  my  salvation,”  is 
awarded  300  days,  though  why  there  is  this  large  differ- 
ence is  not  recorded.  Another  300  days  Indulgence  is 
granted  for  repeating  the  words  : “Thou  art  the  Shepherd 
of  the  sheep,  O Prince  of  the  Apostles  ; to  thee  were  given 
the  Keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Heaven.  Thou  art  Peter,, 
and  upon  this  rock  I will  build  My  Church.” 

The  practice  of  granting  Indulgences  for  saying  so 
many  prayers  destroys  that  devotion  to  God 
Indulgences  which  should  be  spontaneous.  People  are 
destroy  True  bribed  to  pray,  and  are  offered  so  many 
Devotion.  advantages  for  so  many  prayers. 

They  even  have  to  be  bribed  to  induce  them  to  read 
the  Word  of  God.  On  December  13,  1898,  Pope  Leo 
XIII  “ made  known  that  he  grants  to  all  the  faithful 
who  shall  have  devoutly  read  the  scriptures  for  at  least  a 
quarter  of  an  hour  an  indulgence  of  three  hundred  days, 
to  be  gained  once  a day,  provided  that  the  edition  of  the 
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Gospel  has  been  approved  by  legitimate  authority.”  This 
open  bribery  savours  of  the  market  place,  and  is  a shame- 
less attempt  to  turn  God  into  a tradesman. 

The  following  extract  from  a devotional  book  in 
which  the  readers  are  urged  to  worship  the  Sacred  Heart 
of  Jesus,  shows  how  common  this  form  of  bribery  is  in  the 
Church  of  Rome  : — 

“ Even  temporal  advantages  and  prosperity  are  prom- 
ised by  our  dear  Lord  to  those  who  adhere  to  it.  Your 
confessor  will  tell  you  the  beautiful  history  of  this  ex- 
quisite, this  love-laden  devotion,  and  its  great  and  extra- 
ordinary advantages,  among  them  being  the  striking  one — 
that  for  nine  consecutive  worthy  Communions  on  this  day 
(you  have  our  Lord’s  own  word  for  it)  you  shall  not  die 
in  His  displeasure.  What  easy  and  what  simple  means 
wherewith  to  purchase  Heaven  !” 

So  now  we  are  taught  that  we  can  quite  easily  purchase 
eternal  life.  We  were  always  under  the  impression  that 
eternal  life  was  the  free  gift  of  God  ; that  it  could  neither 
be  earned  or  bought,  but  these  “ infallible  guides  ” tell  us 
we  were  wrong. 

In  order  to  induce  people  to  perform  this  devotion  it 
is  stated  that  our  Lord  appeared  to  St.  Margaret  Mary, 
and  made  her  twelve  promises  “ for  souls  devout  to  His 
Sacred  Heart.”  The  promises  are  as  follows  : — 

1.  I will  give  them  all  the  graces  necessary  in 
their  state  of  life. 

2.  I will  establish  peace  in  their  homes. 

3.  I will  comfort  them  in  all  their  afflictions. 

4.  I will  be  their  secure  refuge  during  life,  and 
above  all,  in  death. 

5.  I will  bestow  a large  blessing  upon  all  their  un- 
dertakings. 

6.  Sinners  shall  find  in  My  Heart  the  source  and: 
the  infinite  ocean  of  mercy. 

7.  Tepid  souls  shall  grow  fervent. 
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8.  Fervent  souls  shall  quickly  mount  to  high  per- 
fection. 

9.  I will  bless  every  place  where  a picture  of  My 
Heart  shall  be  set  up  and  honoured. 

10.  I will  give  to  priests  the  gift  of  touching  the 
most  hardened  hearts. 

11.  Those  who  shall  promote  this  devotion  shall 
have  their  names  written  in  My  Heart,  never  to  be 
blotted  out. 

12.  I promise  thee  in  the  excessive  mercy  of  My 
Heart  that  My  all-powerful  love  will  grant  to  all  those 
who  communicate  on  the  first  Friday  in  nine  consecu- 
tive months,  the  grace  of  final  penitence  ; they  shall 
not  die  in  My  disgrace  nor  without  receiving  their 
sacraments  ; My  Divine  Heart  shall  be  their  safe 
refuge  in  the  last  moment. 

The  twelfth  promise  was  contrary  to  the  doctrine 
taught  by*  Rome,  and  aroused  very  great  controversy 
amongst  Romanists,  many  of  whom  were  unable  to  believe 
that  such  a promise  had  ever  been  given.  Even  credul- 
ous Roman  Catholics  found  it  difficult  to  believe  that 
attendance  at  nine  Masses  would  procure  eternal  life. 
No  wonder  the  priest  exclaims  in  wheedling  tones  : 
“ What  easy  and  what  simple  means  wherewith  to  purchase 
Heaven  ! ” 

There  are  other  ways  of  gaining  Indulgences.  For 
instance,  by  attending  the  Church  of  Santa  Maria  Mag- 
giore  on  St.  Matthew’s  day  Indulgences  for  159,290  years 
and  28  day  can  be  gained.  In  “ A Short  Compilation  of 
the  Privileges  of  the  Mendicant  Orders,”  a work  published 
at  Valladolid,  it  is  stated  that  by  visiting  the  Churches  of 
S.  Fabian  and  S.  Sebastin  on  the  festivals  of  those  saints 
Indulgences  for  58,968  years  and  265  days  can  be  obtained, 
and  for  a visit  to  the  Church  of  St.  Maria  del  Popolo 
^>55,293  years  and  285  days  of  purgatorial  torment  will 
be  remitted. 
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In  1846  the  Archbishop  of  Naples  published  a list 
of  Indulgences  which  remitted  3,800,  70,000  and  200,000 
years  from  the  torments  of  Purgatory.  These  very  liberal 
grants,  however,  brought  the  whole  system  of  Indulgences 
into  contempt  and  derision,  so  that  in  modern  times  the 
popes  have  considerably  moderated  their  terms,  and  are 
now  content  to  offer  300  days,  where  a century  ago  they 
offered  200,000  years.  For  example,  on  1st  June,  1898, 
Pope  Leo  XII  granted  an  Indulgence  of  300  days  to  who- 
ever reads  the  Form  of  Consecration  to  the  Sacred  Heart 
of  Jesus.  In  order  to  encourage  ejaculatory  prayers  to 
the  Sacred  Heart  of  Jesus  300  days  Indulgence  is  granted 
to  every  one  who  says  “ Sweet  Heart  of  Jesus,  be  Thou 
my  love,”  or  “ Heart  of  Jesus,  I trust  in  Thee,”  or  “ Sacred 
Heart  of  Jesus,  Thy  kingdom  come.”  In  his  Encyclical 
Letter  of  8th  May,  1928  Pope  Pius  XI  granted  the  follow- 
ing Indulgences  : — 

1.  An  Indulgence  of  seven  years  and  seven  quaran- 
tines is  granted  to  those  who  assist  at  the  public  recitation 
of  the  Act  of  Reparation,  together  with  the  Litany  of  the 
Sacred  Heart,  in  the  presence  of  the  Blessed  Sacrament 
solemnly  exposed,  and  a Plenary  Indulgence  if  they  also 
go  to  confession  and  communion. 

2.  An  Indulgence  of  300  days  is  attached  to  the 
private  recitation  of  the  Act,  and  those  who  recite  it  daily 
for  a whole  month  and  go  to  confession  and  communion 
gain  a Plenary  Indulgence. 

And  so  the  tale  of  bribery  goes  on,  causing  Christians 
to  hang  their  heads  in  shame  that  such  things  are  done  in 
the  name  of  the  Christian  religion. 

The  Revd.  H.  Thurston,  S.  J.,  in  his  book  “ Indulgences 
for  Sale,”  expressess  his  regret  at  this  lavish  distribution 
of  Indulgences,  but  explains  that  it  is  because  so  many 
Roman  Catholics  have  become  careless  and  indifferent  to 
their  religion,  and  so  “ the  Church  has  tried  to  entice 
men  with  the  offer  of  generous  Indulgences” — (p.  5).  Is 
not  this  indifference  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that 
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many  Roman  Catholics  have  at  last  seen  the  utter  folly 
of  such  Indulgences,  and  the  shame  of  such  a traffic? 
The  Church  of  Rome,  however,  in  order  to  attract  more 
buyers,  offers  a wider  and  easier  choice. 

Mr.  Thurston’s  book — and  remember  it  is  the  book 
of  a Jesuit  priest — exposes,  although  quite  unintentionally 
of  course,  the  utter  fallacy  and  weakness  of  the  whole 
doctrine  of  Indulgences,  as  the  following  quotations  from 
it  will  show  : P.  4.““  There  can  be  no 
Roman  Church  certainty  even  about  the  theory  most 
is  uncertain  commonly  propounded,  that  the  gaining 
about  the  of  an  Indulgence  of  seven  years  would 
value  of  In-  benefit  the  sinner  to  the  same  extent  as  the 

dulgences.  performance  of  seven  years  of  the  old 

canonical  penance.”  P.  4. — “ It  is  free  to 
anyone  to  argue  that  an  Indulgence  of  seven  years  may 
only  represent  a remission  of  the  penalties  of  sin  equiva- 
lent to  that  which  would  be  gained  by  the  devout 
recitation  of  the  Miserere.  But,  obviously,  all  this  is  mere 
speculation.”  P.3. — “Whatever  is  written  over  and 

above  this  is  a mere  matter  of  theological  opinion. 
Nothing  for  instance,  has  ever  been  defined  as  to  the 
precise  meaning  of  an  Indulgence  of  so  many  days  or 
years.”  P.  6. — “ Upon  the  nature  and  effect  of  these 
remissions  the  Council  (of  Trent)  does  not  pronounce.” 
Here,  then,  we  have  an  ordained  priest  of  the  Roman 
Church  frankly  confessing  that  there  is  “ no  certainty  ” 
about  the  remission  of  punishment  in  Purgatory  through 
an  indulgence  ; that  it  is  a “ mere  matter  of  theological 
opinion,”  “ nothing  has  been  defined  ” by  the  Church, 
and  every  one  is  at  liberty  “ to  argue  ” about  the  supposed 
benefit  to  be  derived  from  an  Indulgence. 

The  teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome  is  so  vague  and 
indefinite  that  the  priests  are  very  loath  to  speak  openly 
about  the  granting  of  Indulgences.  In  the  Catechism, 
p.  110,  the  question  is  asked:  “What  must  we  do  in 
order  to  obtain  an  Indulgence  ?”  and  the  answer  is  most 
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discreetly  given : “ Whatever  the  pope  or  the  bishop 

orders.”  According  to  Rome’s  teaching  the  release  of 
the  poor  tormented  souls  from  Purgatory  depends  on 
these  Indulgences ; why  are  the  Infallible  Guides,  the 
Roman  Church  and  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  so  indefinite  in 
their  teaching  on  this  important  subject  ? 

In  order  to  collect  money  for  the  building  of  the  great 
Church  of  St.  Peter  in  Rome  so  many  Indulgences  were 
granted  that  there  seemed  a danger  that  the  Treasury  of 
the  Church  would  be  emptied,  but  the  popes  assured 
Roman  Catholics  that  there  was  no  danger  of  this,  and 
so  lavish  has  been  the  distribution  of  Indulgences  since 
that  time  that  it  would  seem,  at  least  to  some  people,  that 
the  Treasury  is  really  inexhaustible.  But  we  would  ask  : 
“ Who  keeps  the  accounts  ? How  does  the  pope  know  of  a 
certainty  that  there  is  still  a supply  remaining  on  which 
he  can  draw  ? ” 

Indulgences  granted  by  Pope  Leo  X were  sold  in  such 
a shameless  way  in  Germany,  in  1517,  by  John  Tetzel,  the 
agent  of  Albert,  Archbishop  of  Mentz,  that  it  aroused  the 
indignation  of  Luther,  and  was  the  immediate  cause  of  the 
Reformation  in  Europe,  and  Indulgences  and  everything 
connected  with  them  were  utterly  cast  aside  by  the  Reform- 
ers. Luther’s  letter  to  the  Archbishop  of  Mentz,  written 
in  1517,  throws  light  on  his  attitude  towards  this  traffic. 
“To  me,”  he  wrote,  “it  is  a very  grievous  matter  that 
the  unhappy  people  are  imposed  upon,  so  that  when  they 
read  the  letters  of  Indulgence  they  believe  that  they  are 
at  once  assured  of  eternal  blessedness  ....  that  the  Indul- 
gence sets  them  free  from  every  penalty,  and  frees  them 
from  all  guilt.”  He  strongly  objected  to  the  fraud  and 
deceit  practised  by  unscrupulous  preachers  and  vendors 
of  Indulgences.  According  to  Luther,  Indulgences  should 
be  confined  to  Church  discipline,  and  should  deal  only 
with  the  earthly  life  of  men.  They  are  concerned  solely 
with  the  remission  of  those  penalties  which  the  Church 
imposes  on  offenders,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  Church. 
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When  the  offender  dies,  human  law  is  abrogated,  and  so 
also  the  law  of  the  Church.  The  authority  of  the  pope  is 
confined  to  the  guidance  of  men  on  this  side  of  the  grave. 
What  happens  afterwards  is  in  God’s  hand.  The  pope 
can  instruct  men  and  pray  for  them,  but  according  to  the 
preachers  of  Indulgences  he  is  now  supposed  to  be  able  to 
open  the  doors  of.  heaven  to  all  buyers.  According  to  this 
new  doctrine,  men  can  purchase  an  entrance  into  heaven, 
and  the  way  is  open  for  a most  lucrative  trade  and  for  all 
sorts  of  abuses.  Hence  Luther’s  brave  protest  against 
such  a degrading  trade  in  men’s  souls. 

Previous  to  the  protest  made  in  Germany  by  Luther, 
great  indignation  had  been  aroused  in  other  parts  of 
Europe  because  of  this  shameless  traffic  in  Indulgences. 
In  England,  Simon  de  Sudbury,  Archbiship  of  Canter- 
bury, 1375-1381,  issued  in  1378  a mandate  against  the 
sellers  of  Indulgences,  “ Who,  with  the  greatest  audacity, 
deceiving  many  souls,  and  deluding  the  Christian  laity, 
preach  throughout  our  diocese  and  province,  Indulgences 
and  false  and  frivolous  remissions  of  sin.”  John  XXIII, 
1410-1415,  tried  to  raise  money  to  pay  his  army  for  a war 
in  Italy  by  the  sale  of  Indulgences,  whereupon  John  Hus 
protested,  and  the  papal  Bull  ordering  the  sale  was  burn- 
ed in  the  market  place  of  Prague. 

The  Council  of  Oxford,  1414,  drew  up  46  articles  for 
the  reformation  of  the  Church. 

Article  VI  reads  as  follows  : — 

“ In  the  present  day  the  grant  of  Papal  Indulgences 
is  so  prodigal  and  lavish,  that  they  are  commonly  looked 
upon  as  mere  articles  of  traffic,  and  have  thus  become 
contemptible  and  vile  ; while  others  are  rendered  (by  this 
facility  of  procuring  Indulgences)  more  prone  to  sin, 
and  more  tardy  in  bringing  forth  the  fruits  of  repentance  ; 
and  therefore  it  appears  expedient  to  provide  a remedy.” 

Even  Roman  Bishops  have  keenly  resented  the  ava- 
rice of  Rome  as  revealed  by  the  traffic  in  Indulgences.  In 
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1728  the  Bishop  of  Verona  forbade  his  clergy  in  the  Tyrol 
to  publish  any  Indulgence  received  from  Rome  until  he 
had  personally  examined  and  sanctioned  it  ; and  in  1785 
the  Archbishop  of  Mainz  took  similar  action,  and  announc- 
ed that  no  papal  Indulgences  were  to  be  considered  valid 
in  his  diocese  unless  they  had  received  his  sanction. 

Of  set  purpose  we  have  refrained  from  making  a 
fuller  record  of  the  terrible  scandals  that  were  caused 
through  the  open  sale  of  Indulgences  by  the  unworthy 
agents  employed  by  the  bishops  to  sell  them.  Fr.  Thurs- 
ton writes  quite  frankly  in  his  book  “ Indulgences  for 
Sale  ” of  “ grave  abuses,”  “ innumerable  scandals,”  and 
the  “ bad  reputation  ” of  the  preachers  of  Indulgences,  and 
admits  (p.  12)  that  “ so  long  as  the  money  came  in  satisfact- 
orily the  authorities  were  loath  to  scrutinize  too  narrow- 
ly the  methods  employed  by  their  deputies.”  Happily,  the 
Church  of  Rome  has  now  stopped  the  open  sale  of  Indul- 
gences, and  teaches  that  only  where  there  is  repentance  and 
faith  can  an  Indulgence  be  effective,  but  we  regret  that  at 
the  Council  of  Trent  she  did  not  follow  the  example  of 
the  Reformers,  and  make  a clean  sweep  of  the  whole  doc- 
trine and  practice.  If  she  had  forbidden  her  priests  to 
teach  their  people  about  Purgatory,  the  doctrine  of  In- 
dulgences would  also  have  disappeared,  for  Indulgences 
only  came  into  use  as  people  began  to  fear  the  torments 
of  Purgatory.  The  two  doctrines  of  Purgatory  and  In- 
dulgences hang  together,  and  mutually  support  one  ano- 
ther. Of  course  there  would  have  been  a big  drop  in  her 
income,  but  can  money  obtained  in  such  a way  ever  profit 
the  Church  of  Christ  ? Unhappily  she  retained  the  practice 
of  granting  Indulgences,  although  it  was  contrary  to  Ca- 
tholic and  Apostolic  teaching  and  use,  a custom  that  was 
unknown  in  the  Church  prior  to  the  eleventh  century, 
which  has  caused  much  scandal,  and  has  been  a sad  stum- 
bling block  and  cause  of  shame  to  millions  of  Christians. 

We  cannot  close  this  chapter  better  then  by  quoting 
the  following  words  of  Macarius,  Bishop  of  Vinnitza  : 
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“ Indulgences,  as  understood  in  Romish  teaching,  are 
not  by  any  means  based  either  upon  Holy  Scripture  or 
upon  holy  tradition ; moreover,  they  are  pernicious  by 
their  influence  upon  the  Christian  life  : they  diminish 
true  repentance  for  sin  : void  of  discernment,  without 
sense  of  proportion,  they  snatch  away  from  sinful  men 
those  means  indispensable  to  the  curing  of  their  spiritual 
sickness,  and — by  seducing  people  through  the  enticement 
of  an  easy  reconciliation  with  God  and  the  Church — 
they  contribute,  as  indeed  they  have  in  the  past,  to  a 
general  depreciation  of  morals.” 


CHAPTER  XXII 


THE  BLESSED  VIRGIN  MARY  AND 
MARIOLATRY 

There  is  no  Christian  living  today,  be  he  ardent 
Romanist  or  faithful  Protestant,  who  does  not  speak  in 
terms  of  deepest  respect  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary.  Did 
not  God  choose  her  to  be  the  mother  of  His  Son  ? Did  not 
Gabriel  salute  her  with  the  words  “ Hail,  thou  that  are 
highly  favoured,  the  Lord  is  with  thee  ; blessed  art  thou 
amongst  women?”  Did  not  Christ  take  His  human  nature 
from  her  ? Did  she  not  tend  with  loving  care  and  service 
the  little  child  Who  was  to  be  the  Saviour  of  the  world  ? 


Because  of  this  signal  honour  granted  to  her  by  God, 
we,  too,  honour  and  love  her,  and  five 
days  in  the  Church’s  calendar  are  special- 
ly set  apart  by  the  Church  of  England  in 
her  honour,  viz  : — 


The  B.  V.  Mary 
and  the  Church 
of  England. 

(1)  2nd  February 

(2)  25th  March 

(3)  2nd  July 

(4)  8th  September. 

(5)  8th  December  . 


The  Purification. 

The  Annunciation. 

The  visit  of  Mary  to  Eliza- 
beth. 

The  Nativity  of  Mary. 

The  Conception  of  the  B.  V. 
Mary. 


We  cannot,  however,  go  so  far  as  our  Roman  Catholic 
brethren,  who,  in  their  devotion  have  raised  her  to  God’s 
throne  in  Heaven,  have  ascribed  to  her  such  attributes, 
and  offered  her  such  devotion,  that  it  is  difficult  to  realize 
that  the  Blessed  Virgin  is  not  truly  divine. 

That  Mary  was  a virgin  at  the  birth  of  Jesus  is  borne 
witness  to  by  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  and  the  Roman 
Catholic  holds  that  she  ever  remained  a virgin.  Others 
think  that  she  gave  birth  to  other  sons  and  daughters — 
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(St.  Matt,  i : 25  ; St.  Luke  ii : 7).  If  Jesus  was  the  “ first- 
born,” then  the  inference  is  that  there  were  other  children 
bom  after  Him,  and  this  is  borne  out  by  St.  Matt,  xiii : 55-56, 
where  there  is  mention  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  Jesus, 
whether  these  were  His  brothers  and  sisters,  or  as  suggest- 
ed by  Jerome,  though  most  improbable,  His  cousins,  the 
children  of  Alphaeus,  or  the  children  of  Joseph  by  a former 
wife,  is  of  no  importance  at  all.  Mary  was  a virgin  when 
Christ  was  born,  and  that  which  was  conceived  of  her  was 
of  the  Holy  Ghost.  That  is  the  all-important  thing. 

Mary,  as  the  mother  of  Jesus,  had  no  definite  work 
or  official  position  in  the  Church  which  He  founded. 
That  is  quite  clear  from  the  passages  in  the  Gospel  wher- 
ever Mary  is  mentioned,  e.g.,  the  finding  of  Christ  in  the 
Temple — (St.  Luke  ii : 41-52)  ; the  Marriage  Feast  at  Cana 
— (St.John  ii : 1-11)  ; and  when  she  tried  to  restrain  Jesus 
from  further  service — (St.  Matt,  xii : 46-50). 

From  these  passages  it  is  clear  that  her  relationship  as 
mother  gave  Mary  no  special  privilege ; no  right  of 
interference  or  control  over  her  Son — (St.  Luke  xi : 27-28). 
In  fact,  in  each  of  the  three  incidents  mentioned  above  it 
appears  that  Mary  did  presume  somewhat  on  her  relation- 
ship to  Jesus,  but  was  in  each  case  gently  rebuked  by  her 
divine  Son. 

When  our  Lord  rose  from  the  dead  it  is  recorded  that 
He  appeared  first,  not  to  His  mother,  but  to  Mary  Magda- 
lene and  the  other  women  who  sought  Him  in  the  garden; 
also  in  Acts  i : 14  the  presence  of  “ other  women  ” is  noted 
before  that  of  His  mother.  After  this  there 
The  B.  V.  is  no  further  mention  of  Mary  in  the  New 

Mary  and  the  Testament.  It  is  clear  that  no  special  posi- 
Primitive  tion  was  assigned  to  her  in  the  Apostolic 

Church.  Church,  although  Roman  Catholic  writers 

endeavour  to  prove  that  she  was  the  power 
behind  the  Apostles,  encouraging,  strengthening,  and 
guiding  them  in  all  their  work.  They  go  so  far  as  to  say 
that  “ Mary  consoled  and  comforted  the  guilty  apostle 


(Peter),  and  promised  him  the  pardon  of  her  Son.”  For 
all  this,  of  course,  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  Acts ; the 
only  authority  is  the  vivid  imagination  of  the  writers. 

Passing  on  to  the  Epistles,  Apologies,  and  Writings  of 
the  Fathers  of  the  first  and  second  centuries  we  can  find 
very  little  reference  to  the  Blessed  Virgin.  In  the  first 
and  second  Epistles  of  Clement  to  the  Church  of  Corinth, 
the  Epistle  of  Polycarp  to  the  Philippians,  in  the  Didache 
or  the  Teaching  of  the  Apostles,  in  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas, 
and  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas,  no  mention  whatever  of  Mary 
can  be  discovered.  She  is  mentioned  six  times  in  the 
many  Epistles  of  Ignatius,  but  no  title  of  honour  is  given 
her  ; she  is  simply  referred  to  as  Mary.  All  the  writings 
mentioned  above  are  expositions  of  the  Christian  Faith  of 
those  living  in  the  first  and  second  centuries,  and  it  is 
significant  that  no  mention  whatever  is  made  in  any  one 
of  them  to  any  sort  of  worship  paid  to  the  Blessed  Virgin. 

When,  then,  and  in  what  way  arose  in  the  Church 
that  exaggerated  respect  and  love  for  Mary  which  found 
expression  in  such  private  and  public  devotion  to  the 
Blessed  Virgin  that  Muhammad  in  Arabia  believed  that 
Christians  were  polytheists  who  worshipped  three  Gods, 
namely  God,  Jesus,  and  Mary  ? The  invocation  of  saints 
and  martyrs,  and  belief  in  their  miraculous  powers  began  in 
the  third  century.  After  Christianity  was  legalized,  multi- 
tudes of  pagans  poured  into  the  Church  and  the  paganizing 
of  the  Church  began  ; heathen  temples  became  churches, 
and  local  deities  were  transformed  into  Christian  saints. 
The  worshippers  of  female  deities  substituted  in  their 
place  Mary  as  the  Mother  of  God  and  Queen  of  Heaven. 
Praying  to  the  Virgin  commenced  in  Arabia  about  373, 
and  was  then  regarded  as  a heresy  by  the  Catholic  Church. 
In  the  following  century  the  Nestorians  refused  to  give 
the  title  Theotokos  (Mother  of  God)  to  Mary,  and  this 
enraged  the  orthodox,  who  in  their  zeal  for  the  divinity 
of  the  Son  increased  their  devotion  to  His  mother.  Festivals 
in  her  honour  and  memory  began  to  be  held  about  the 
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year  431,  but  were  not  generally  observed  till  the 
sixth  century  ; these  prepared  the  way  for  the  Mariolatry 
of  later  times. 

The  real  source  of  all  the  devotion  and  prayers  to  the 
Virgin  is  to  be  found  in  the  apochryphal  writings,  such  as 
Protevangelium  Jacobi,  and  the  Transitus  Mariae,  books 
of  the  fourth  century.  These  books  contain  most  wonder- 
ful stories  of  the  Blessed  Virgin,  her  many  miracles  and 
divine  power,  her  death  and  funeral,  to  which  were 
summoned  the  Apostles  from  all  parts  of  the  world.  Many 
of  the  stories  are  so  absurd  and  incredible  that  we  will 
not  repeat  them  here.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  according  to 
these  books  the  angels  carried  Mary  in  great  triumph  to 
Heaven,  and  seated  her  as  Queen  of  Heaven  at  the  side 
of  Christ.  Epiphanius,  Bishop  of  Constantia,  A.D.  403, 
described  the  story  of  the  assumption  of  the  Blessed  Virgin 
to  Heaven  in  the  following  words  : “ The  whole  thing  is 
foolish  and  strange,  and  is  a device  and  deceit  of  the  devil. 
Let  Mary  be  in  honour  ; let  the  Lord  be  worshipped. 
Let  no  one  worship  Mary.  Mary’s  body  was  holy  indeed, 
but  she  was  not  a Deity.  She  was  a virgin,  too,  and 
honoured,  but  not  given  to  us  for  worship.”  Pope  Gelasius 
A.D.  494,  also  condemned  the  story  as  quite  unworthy  of 
belief,  and  the  two  books  which  contained  the  story  were 
placed  on  the  first  Index  of  Prohibited  Books  issued  by  him. 
The  Martyrology  of  Usuard,  used  in  the  ninth  century, 
states  that  nothing  was  known  of  the  Virgin’s  death  and 
the  subsequent  condition  of  her  body. 

In  the  reaction  against  the  Nestorian  heresy,  con- 
demned at  the  Council  of  Ephesus,  431,  people  began  to 
venerate  the  mother  of  the  Lord.  As  belief  in  the  divinity 
of  Christ  increased,  so  belief  in  the  mercy  and  tenderness 
of  the  Blessed  Virgin  grew.  Pictures  of  the  Virgin  appear- 
ed everywhere,  and  any  wonderful  story  about  her  was 
eagerly  received  ; new  titles  for  her  were  invented,  and  the 
title  Mother  of  God  was  generally  used.  In  spite  of  much 
opposition  the  absurd  story  of  Mary’s  assumption  to 
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Heaven  spread,  and  was  gradually  received  by  the  Church 
as  true,  and  became  the  basis  of  the  doctrine  of  the  pre- 
eminence of  the  Blessed  Virgin  in  Heaven,  which  is  now 
generally  believed  by  Roman  Catholics. 

Having  translated  the  Blessed  Virgin  to  Heaven,  the 
priests  speedily  made  her  the  Queen  of  Heaven,  and 
began  to  pray  to  her.  As  proof  that  the  Virgin  Mary  had 
really  arrived  in  Heaven,  and  had  been  enthroned  there 
as  Queen,  Cardinal  Newman  put  forward  Rev.  xii,  and 
claimed  that  this  passage  “ does  (so  to  say)  canonize  and 
crown  her.”  As  the  learned  Cardinal  was  unable  to 
produce  any  further  proof  from  Scripture  of  his  favourite 
dogma,  it  is  not  surprising  that  he  failed  to  win  many 
converts.  In  passing  we  would  point  out  that  although 
Roman  Catholics  now  refer  this  passage  about  the  woman 
to  the  Virgin  Mary,  yet  the  ancient  commentators,  almost 
without  exception,  understood  it  to  refer  to  the  Church. 

In  many  Roman  Catholic  books  of  devotion  we  find 
it  stated  that  the  Blessed  Virgin  is  not  content  to  remain 
in  heaven,  and  these  books  contain  records 
Visits  of  B.  V.  of  Mary’s  many  visits,  not  only  to  this  earth, 
Mary  to  but  also  to  Purgatory.  It  is  related  that  in 

Saints.  1218  Mary  appeared  to  Peter  Nolasco, 

Ramond  de  Pennafort,  and  James  of  Aragon, 
and  urged  them  to  found  a religious  Order  devoted  to  the 
ransom  of  Christian  prisoners.  On  another  occasion 
she  revealed  to  St.  Gertrude  that  she  rejoiced  to 
show  to  those  who  saluted  her  with  the  prayer  “ Hail, 
Fair  Lily  ....  ” the  inestimable  treasures  of  her  loving 
compassion,  “ and  at  the  hour  of  their  death,”  she  added, 
“ I will  appear  to  them  with  radiant  beauty,  and  will 
pour  into  their  souls  heavenly  sweetness  and  consolation.” 
Mary  is  said  to  have  appeared  to  Thomas  Becket,  and  to 
have  spoken  to  him  as  follows  : “ Rejoice  and  be  glad 

and  be  joyful  with  me,  because  my  glory  doth  excel  the 
dignity  and  joy  of  all  the  saints  and  all  the  blessed 
spirits ; and  I alone  have  greater  glory  than  all  the  angels 
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and  saints  together.  Rejoice,  because  that  as  the  sun 
doth  enlighten  the  day  and  the  world,  so  my  brightness 
doth  enlighten  the  whole  celestial  world.  Rejoice,  because 
the  whole  host  of  heaven  obeyeth,  me,  reverenceth  and 
honoureth  me.  Rejoice,  because  my  Son  is  always 
obedient  unto  me  and  my  will,  and  all  my  prayers  He 
heareth.  Whatsoever  doth  please  me  the  whole  Trinity 
....  doth  give  consent  unto.”  Is  such  boasting  on  the  part 
of  the  Virgin  Mary  quite  seemly  and  reverent  ? Or  is  it 
possible  ;hat  the  writer  has  put  into  the  mouth  of  the 
Virgin  such  words  as  she  herself  would  never  think  of 
using  ? The  whole  interview,  with  its  boastful  self-praise, 
seems  to  be  fictitious,  and  utterly  unworthy  of  the  Mother 
of  our  Lord.  Such  visits  and  revelations  are  numberless, 
but  when  we  ask  for  any  trustworthy  proof,  we  are  told  that 
the  Church  teaches  that  such  visits  and  revelations  were 
made,  and  therefore  we  must  accept  the  stories  as  the 
record  of  facts. 

Although  Papal  Bulls  were  issued  in  1491  and  1507, 
ordering  a Mass  to  be  read  for  “ the  Feast  of  the  Transla- 
tion of  the  Holy  House,”  does  any  one  really  believe  that 
angels  carried  the  Virgin’s  house  from  Nazareth  to  Loreto 
in  Italy,  and  from  there  to  Dalmatia,  and  that  it  even- 
tually was  taken  in  1294  to  Laureto,  and  that  at  each  of 
these  places  the  Blessed  Virgin  came  to  visit  her  old 
home  ? Does  any  one  really  believe- — as  stated  on  p.  25  of 
the  “ Immaculate  Heart  of  Mary  ” — that  “ sometimes  Mary 
comes  in  person  to  teach,  assist,  bestow  benefits,  and  grant 
pardon.  Here  and  there  she  causes  living  springs  to  rise, 
as  at  Lourdes,  and  serve  as  symbols  and  instruments  of 
her  charitable  compassion,  and  of  the  inexhaustible  riches 
of  her  merciful  heart.”  Stories  there  are  of  such  visits, 
hundreds  of  them,  but  does  any  one,  except  credulous 
Roman  Catholics,  really  believe  they  are  true  ? 

Not  content  with  recording  her  many  visits  to  the  earth, 
we  are  told  that  Mary  also  visits  the  souls  in  Purgatory. 

“ It  is  said  that  she  visits  sometimes  as  a compassionate 
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queen  the  prisoners  where  they  are  detained.”  On  their 
behalf  she  intercedes  with  God,  and  stirs  up  the  interest  of 
the  faithful  that  “ they  may  pray  for  them,  offer  them 
their  merits,  and  gain  for  them  indulgences.”  Many 
societies  of  devout  and  credulous  people  have  been 
formed  “ for  the  deliverance  of  the  forsaken  souls  in 
Purgatory,  who  reckon  among  their  principal  devotions 
that  of  our  Lady  of  Providence,  Queen  of  Purgatory.” 

Fr.  Bruno,  on  p.  199  of  his  Catholic  Belief,  says  that 
“ Catholics  see  clearly  that  in  asking  the  Blessed  Virgin  to 
pray  for  them,  they  thereby  affirm  that  she 
is  not  herself  the  fountain  of  grace  or  of 
merit.”  We  have  always  understood  that 
it  is  the  proud  boast  of  Roman  Catholics 
that  their  priests  always  and  everywhere 
teach  the  same  doctrine,  and  that  it  has 
never  changed,  but  evidently  we  have  been  misinformed. 
Fr.  Bruno  says  that  Mary  “is  not  herself  the  fountain  of 
grace,”  yet  in  “ The  Immaculate  Heart,”  pp.  10-12,  we 
read  : “ For  all  of  us  Mary  is  the  Mother  of  Mercy,  the 

Refuge  of  sinners,  the  Comforter  of  the  afflicted,  and  the 
Salvation  of  those  who,  with  true  confidence  have  recourse 
to  her  ....  she  opens  her  bosom,  an  ocean  of  mercy, 
whence  all  may  draw  most  liberally  ; the  prisoner  to 
obtain  liberty,  the  sick  and  infirm  health,  the  afflicted 
comfort,  the  sinners  pardon,  and  the  just  abundant  grace.” 
Here  is  a strange  contradiction  on  the  part  of  two  priests 
of  the  Infallible  Church — one  says  Mary  is  not  a source  of 
grace  ; the  other  states  emphatically  that  she  is  the  source 
of  all  grace.  Evidently  Fr.  Bruno,  although  his  book  has 
gone  through  thirty-one  editions,  is  not  a reliable  guide,  for 
Liguori,  Bishop  of  Sant  Agata  dei  Goti,  near  Capua,  one 
of  the  most  renowned  and  trusted  teachers  of  the  Roman 
Church,  wrote  in  “ The  Glories  of  vlary,”  which  he 
published  in  1784,  and  which  is  still  the  favourite  book  of 
devotion  for  Romanists,  “ All  favours  are  dispensed  by 
Mary  only  ....  The  will  of  God  is  that  we  should  have 
everything  through  Mary  ....  If  it  be  true  as  I hold  for 
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certain,  that  all  graces  are  dispensed  through  the  hands  of 
Mary,  and  that  all  those  who  are  saved  are  saved  only  by 
means  of  the  Divine  Mother,  it  follows,  as  a necessary 
consequence,  that  the  salvation  of  all  depends  on  preach- 
ing devotion  to  Mary,  and  having  confidence  in  her 
intercession.”  Here  we  are  distinctly  told  by  Bishop 
Liguori  that  only  through  Mary  can  man  be  blessed,  only 
through  Mary  can  man  be  saved.  Which  of  these  two 
teachers  are  we  to  believe — Fr.  Bruno  or  Bishop  Liguori  ? 
They  clearly  contradict  one  another.  Fr.  Bruno  even  pre- 
sumes to  contradict  the  teaching  of  Pope  Pius  IX,  who,  in 
his  Encyclical  Letter  of  1849,  wrote  : “ Ye  know  well,  ven- 
erable brethren,  that  the  whole  of  our  confidence  is  placed 
in  the  most  Holy  Virgin,  since  God  has  placed  in  Mary 
the  fullness  of  all  good  ; that  accordingly  we  know  that  if 
there  be  anything  good  in  us,  if  any  grace,  if  any  salvation, 
it  flows  to  us  from  her,  because  such  is  His  Will,  Who  has 
willed  that  we  should  have  everything  through  Mary.” 
Previous  to  this  Pope  Gregory  XVI,  in  an  Encyclical 
Letter  dated  1832,  had  urged  : “But  that  all  things  may 
turn  out  prosperously  and  happily,  let  us  lift  our  eyes  and 
hands  to  the  most  holy  Virgin  Mary,  who  alone  has 
destroyed  universal  heresies.  She,  our  greatest,  is  from 
the  very  depth  our  only  reason  of  hope.”  In  these  two 
papal  pronouncements  we  find  no  mention  of  Jesus  as  the 
Saviour  and  Giver  of  all  Grace,  but  instead  Mary  is  put 
forward  as  the  only  hope  for  sinners  and  the  giver  of  all 
good  things,  although  Fr.  Bruno  asserts  that  “she  is  not 
herself  the  fountain  of  grace.” 

We  are  repeatedly  assured  that  Roman  Catholics  do 
not  worship  or  adore  the  Blessed  Virgin  with  the  same 
worship  which  they  give  to  God,  but  the  language  of 
many  of  the  prayers  addressed  to  her  in  books  of  devotion 
is  such  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  see  any  difference 
in  the  worship  offered  to  God  and  the  devotion  paid  to 
Mary.  The  Church  of  Rome  divides  worship  into  three 
kinds,  viz  : — 

1.  Latria,  which  is  worship  paid  to  God  alone. 


2.  Hyperdulia,  which  is  worship  given  to  the  Bles- 

sed Virgin  Mary. 

3.  Dulia,  which  is  worship  paid  to  the  Saints. 

Of  these  threefold  distinctions  of  religious  worship 
there  is  no  sign  or  trace  in  the  Scriptures  or  in  the  writings 
of  the  Early  Fathers. 

This  threefold  distinction  in  religious  worship,  how- 
ever, is  quite  useless,  for  it  is  impossible  to  carry  it  out  in 
practice.  Take,  for  example,  this  prayer  published  at 
Rome,  “with  the  license  of  Superiors”  : “I  adore  you, 
Eternal  Father ; I adore  you,  Eternal  Son  : I adore  you, 
Most  Holy  Spirit ; I adore  you.  most  Holy  Virgin,  Queen, 
of  the  Heavens,  Lady  and  Mistress  of  the  Universe.”  Or 
as  another  example  the  following  prayer  : — 

“Jesus,  Mary,  Joseph,  I give  you  my  heart  and  soul  ; 

“Jesus,  Mary,  Joseph,  assist  me  in  my  last  agony  ; 

“Jesus,  Mary,  Joseph,  may  I breathe  forth  my  soul 
in  peace  with  you.” 

In  these  three  sentences  a petition  is  addressed  to 
Jesus,  i.e..  God  ; to  Mary  ; and  to  Joseph,  i.e.,  a Saint. 
Each  must  have  a different  degree  or  kind  of  worship  ; 
and  yet  in  each  sentence  all  three  are  addressed  in  the 
same  way,  and  from  all  three  the  same  requests  are  made. 
How  is  the  petitioner,  especially  if  he  is  illiterate,  to  sepa- 
rate in  his  own  mind  the  three  different  kinds  of  worship 
he  must  offer  ? Personally,  we  are  unable  to  discover  in 
these  clauses  which  is  Iatria,  which  is  hyperdulia,  and 
which  is  dulia,  yet  these  are  the  prayers  which  every  Rom- 
anist is  taught  to  pray  every  night.  Liguori  quotes  with 
praise  the  words  of  Cardinal  Bona  : “ I fall  down  before 
thee,  most  gracious  Virgin,  and  worship  in  thee  thy  Son.” 
Is  this  worship  Iatria,  or  hyperdulia,  or  both? 

When  we  read  in  the  Book  of  Catholic  Worship  the 
Prayers  ad-  PraYers  that  are  offered  to  the  Blessed  Vir- 
dreied  tn  thf>  Sin  Mai7  we  fail  to  understand  how  any 
B V Mary  Roman  Catholic  can  deny  that  he  prays 
to  her  in  the  same  way  that  he  prays  to  God 
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the  Father  or  to  Jesus  Christ.  On  p.  40  we  find  this  pra- 
yer : “ O Holy  Mary,  suffer  all  my  wickednesses  ....  hear 
my  prayers,  and  save  me  from  the  world  and  from  Satan. 
O Virgin  Mary,  bless  me.”  The  following  is  taken  from 
the  “Immaculate  Heart  of  Mary”:  “ Heart  of  Mary, 
Mother  of  God,  be  Thou  our  help  in  need,  our  comfort  in 
trouble,  our  strength  in  temptation,  our  aid  in  all  dan- 
gers.” And  this,  too  : “ O Virgin  Mother  of  God,  never 
will  I put  any  limit  to  my  confidence  in  thee,  for  thou  art 
the  help  of  Christians,  the  consolation  of  the  afflicted,  the 
salvation  of  the  infirm,  the  cause  of  our  joy,  our  life,  our 
sweetness  and  our  hope.’ 5 From  another  source  we  copy 
the  following : 

£l  Soul  of  the  Virgin,  illuminate  me  ; 

Body  of  the  Virgin,  guard  me  ; 

Milk  of  the  Virgin,  feed  me  ; 

O Mary,  Mother  of  God,  intercede  for  me  ; 

For  thy  servant  take  me  ; 

Make  me  always  to  trust  in  thee ; 

From  all  evil  protect  me  ; 

In  the  hour  of  death  assist  me ; 

And  prepare  me  a safe  way  to  thee ; 

That  with  all  the  elect  I may  glorify  thee  ; 

For  ever  and  ever.” 

Having  read  such  words  of  adoration  and  worship 
addressed  to  the  Virgin,  we  are  somewhat  surprised  to 
learn  that  Roman  Catholics  do  not  adore  her.  In  reply 
to  the  charge  that  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  adores  the 
Virgin  Mary,  Angels  and  Saints,  the  Rev.  J.  M.  Baulez 
writes  : “ The  Catholic  Church  does  nothing  of  the  kind 
....  We  adore  no  one  but  God  Almighty.”  So  the  words 
“ I adore  you,  most  Holy  Virgin,  Queen  of  the  Heavens  ” 
do  not  mean  adoration.  Will  the  Revd.  J.  M.  Baulez  ex- 
plain what  they  really  do  mean  ? 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  through  the  efforts  and 
teaching  of  the  popes  and  priests  of  Rome  Mary  is 


gradually  usurping  the  place  of  the  blessed  Trinity  in  the 
worship  of  the  Roman  Church.  On  pp.  136-139  of  the 
Book  of  Catholic  Worship  will  be  found  the  Litany  of 
Mary,  in  which  the  Blessed  Trinity  is  addressed  nine  times, 
and  the  Virgin  Mary  forty-eight  times.  The  Rosary, 
a favourite  form  of  devotion  amongst  Roman  Catholics,  is 
composed  of  a string  of  166  beads,  on  which  are  recited 
one  Creed,  fifteen  Our  Fathers,  and  150  Hail  Marys.  It 
was  introduced  by  Dominic  in  1210.  The  Angelus,  an- 
other form  of  Roman  devotion  to  the  blessed  Virgin  Mary, 
consists  of  the  recital  of  three  Hail  Marys  at  morning,  mid- 
day and  evening. 

This  usurpation  may  be  seen  also  in  the  Te  Deum  as 
altered  by  Cardinal  Bonaventure  in  the  thirteenth  century, 
in  praise  of  Mary.  It  reads  as  follows  : “ We  praise  thee, 
O Mother  of  God  ; we  acknowledge  thee,  Virgin  Mary.  All 
the  earth  doth  worship  thee,  the  Spouse  of  the  Everlasting 
Father.  Holy,  Holy,  Holy,  Mary,  Mother  of  God;  Mother 
and  Virgin.  The  Church  throughout  all  the  world  joins 
in  calling  upon  thee.”  Even  in  the  Mass  the  worship  of 
Mary  is  not  omitted.  The  following  is  a prayer  in  the 
Votive  Mass  of  the  Holy  Trinity  : “ I acknowledge  thee, 
and  I venerate  thee,  most  Holy  Virgin,  Queen  of  Heaven, 
Lady  and  Mistress  of  the  Universe,  as  Daughter  of  the 
Eternal  Father,  Mother  of  His  Son,  and  most  loving 
Spouse  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Kneeling  at  the  feet  of  thy 
great  Majesty,  with  all  humility  I pray  thee  ....  to  vouch- 
safe me  favour  and  pity.” 

That  Mary  is  gradually  taking  the  place  of  God  in 
the  worship  of  the  Roman  Church  is  also 
Mary  takes  proved  by  the  fact  that  titles  which  were 
the  place  of  exclusively  those  of  our  Lord  are  now  be- 
God  in  Ro-  stowed  on  her.  In  the  “ Devotions  of  the 
man  Catholic  Sacred  Heart  ” occurs  the  following  pas- 
Worship.  sage  : “The  Church,  assisted  and  instruct- 
ed by  the  Holy  Spirit,  gives  to  Mary  tit- 
les which  resemble  those  given  to  her  Divine  Son.  Jesus 
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is  our  King,  Mary  is  our  Queen.  Jesus  is  our  advocate 
and  mediator,  Mary  is  also  our  advocate  and  mediatrix. 
Jesus  is  our  hope,  our  refuge  and  our  consolation,  we  say 
the  same  of  Mary.  Jesus  is  the  way  which  leads  to  Hea- 
ven, Mary  is  the  gate  of  Heaven.  Jesus  is  our  guide  and 
our  light  in  the  way  of  life,  Mary  is  the  star  which  guides 
and  conducts  us  to  the  harbour  of  salvation.  Jesus  is  the 
author  of  grace,  Mary  is  the  Mother  of  grace.  In  a word 
Mary  participates  by  grace  in  all  the  titles  which  Jesus 
enjoys  by  nature.” 

But  the  Romanists  are  not  content  to  give  titles  only ; 
they  go  a step  further  and  bestow  on  Mary  the  offices,  po- 
sitions, and  honours,  which  are  Christ’s  alone.  From 
“The  Virgin’s  Looking  Glass”  is  taken  the  following  ex- 
tract : “ Mary  ....  so  great  an  Empress,  who  is  in  truth 
Ruler  of  things  in  heaven,  in  earth,  and  under  the  earth  ; 
Ruler,  I say,  of  Angels,  Ruler  of  men,  Ruler  of  demons, 
Ruler  of  each  in  heaven,  Ruler  in  the  world,  Ruler  in 
hell.”  What  then,  we  ask,  is  left  of  which  she  is  not  the 
ruler?  According  to  the  “Glories  of  Mary,”  even  God  Him- 
self is  subject  to  her,  as  these  two  extracts  show  : “At  the 
command  of  the  Virgin  all  things  obey,  even  God  ....,” 
and,  “ Mary  has  only  to  speak,  and  her  Son  executes  all.” 
Peter  Damian,  in  the  eleventh  century  wrote  : “ She  ap- 
proaches to  that  golden  tribunal  of  Divine  Majesty,  not 
asking,  but  demanding,  not  a handmaid,  but  a mistress.” 
Anselm  wrote  : “ The  Lord,  O Mary,  has  so  exalted  thee, 
that  His  favour  has  rendered  thee  omnipotent.”  Liguori 
has  still  more  to  say  in  her  praise  : The  Blessed  Virgin 
“partakes  of  Christ’s  omnipotence.”  Our  Lord  “has  re- 
signed to  her  His  omnipotence,  and  this  not  only  by  her 
merits,  but  because  He  owes  to  her  a debt  for  consenting 
to  be  His  mother,  and  that  by  giving  the  Virgin  such  om- 
nipotence He  is  only  repaying  to  her  that  debt  ”....“  Be- 
cause she  opens  at  pleasure  the  abyss  of  the  Divine  Mercy, 
no  sinner,  however  enormous  his  crimes  may  be,  can 
perish  if  he  be  protected  by  Mary”  . . . . “ Every  petition 
she  offers  is  a law  emanating  from  the  Lord,  by  which  He 
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•obliges  Himself  to  be  merciful  to  those  for  whom  she  inter- 
cedes . . . . ” “ All  favours  are  dispensed  by  Mary  only : 
angels,  men,  and  everything  under  the  empire  of  God, 
should  be  equally  under  the  domination  of  the  Virgin.” 
In  “ A Treatise  on  the  worship  of  the  Virgin,”  we  are 
asked  to  “ consider  Mary  as  in  reality  effecting  our  del- 
iverance, when  she  gave  her  consent  to  the  incarnation  of 
the  Word,  and  completing  it,  when  on  Calvary  she  offered 
her  divine  Son  for  the  salvation  of  the  human  race.”  In 
the  “ Immaculate  Heart,”  p.  17,  we  also  find  the  follow- 
ing : “ In  accordance  with  the  Divine  plan,  the  Son  gave 

to  His  mother  part  of  all  He  received  ; thus  He  established 
Her  treasurer  and  dispenser  of  the  graces  which  He  merit- 
ed for  us  by  His  death.  The  Son  had  reserved  to  Himself 
the  right  of  justice  which  punishes,  so  as  to  leave  to  Mary 
full  power  in  that  of  mercy  which  intercedes  and  obtains 
pardon.” 

The  Prayer  of  St.  Francis  de  Sales  is  also  interesting 
and  informing  : “ Say  not,  O Blessed  Mother,  that  you 

cannot  help  me  ; for  your  beloved  Son  has  given  you  all 
power  in  heaven  and  earth  ....  Since  then,  merciful 
Virgin,  you  are  my  mother,  and  you  are  all-powerful, 
what  excuse  can  you  offer,  if  you  do  not  lend  your  assist- 
ance ?”  In  the  “ Act  of  Consecration  ” of  St.  Francis  de 
Sales  we  read  these  words : “ Most  holy  Mary,  Virgin 

Mother  of  God,  I choose  thee  this  day  to  be  my  Queen, 
my  Advocate,  and  my  Mother.  Aid  me  in  my  every 
action.”  With  this  wealth  of  titles,  and  these  divine  attributes 
showered  on  her,  we  marvel  that  there  is  any  thing  left  in 
the  universe  that  has  not  been  granted  to  her.  We  pass 
on  to  Mary’s  work  as  Advocate  and  Mediatrix. 

1 Timothy  ii;  5 tells  us  that  there  is  “ one  Mediator  be- 
tween God  and  man,  the  man  Christ  Jesus,”  and  in  ljohn 
ii : 1 we  read  that  “ we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Father, 
Jesus  Christ  the  Righteous”;  yet  in  their  Books  of  Devo- 
tion and  in  many  of  their  prayers  Roman  Catholics  invari- 
ably address  Mary  as  Advocate  and  Mediatrix,  and  assert 
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that  as  such  she  is  in  heaven  interceding  with  God  on  their 
behalf. 

How  firmly  Roman  Catholics  believe  in  Mary’s  interces- 
sion may  be  seen  from  the  following  extracts  from  the 
Encyclical  Letter  of  Pope  Pius  IX,  1864,  to  the  Bishops  of 
the  Apostolic  See,  for  the  instruction  and  edification  of  the 
Church  : “In  order  that  God  may  accede  more  easily  to 
our  and  your  prayers  and  to  those  of  all  His  faithful  ser- 
vants, let  us  employ  in  all  confidence  as  our  Mediatrix  with 
Him  the  Virgin  Mary,  Mother  of  God,  who  has  destroyed 
all  heresies  throughout  the  world,  and  who,  the  most  lov- 
ing mother  of  us  all,  is  very  gracious  ....  and  full  of  mercy 
....  allows  herself  to  be  entreated  of  all,  and  shows  herself 
most  clement  to  all  ...  . and  sitting  as  queen  upon  the  right 
hand  of  her  only  begotton  Son  ....  there  is  nothing  she 
cannot  obtain  from  Him.  ” In  another  book  of  devotion 
we  read  that  “ It  is  a thing  unheard  of  that  any  one  had 
recourse  to  Mary  without  obtaining  his  request.”  Luguori, 
the  zealous  advocate  for  Mary,  makes  some  very  extrava- 
gant statements  about  her  as  an  Intercessor.  In  his  “ Glo- 
ries of  Mary  ” he  writes:  “ We  often  obtain  more  prompt- 
ly what  we  ask  by  calling  on  the  name  of  Mary  than  by 
invoking  that  of  Jesus  ....  Often  we  shall  be  heard  more 
quickly,  and  be  thus  preserved,  if  we  have  recourse  to 
Mary,  and  call  upon  her  name,  than  we  should  if  we  called 
on  the  Name  of  Jesus  ....  Many  things  are  asked  from 
God,  and  are  not  granted  ; they  are  asked  from  Mary  and 
are  obtained.  ” 

So  exaggerated  are  their  claims  on  behalf  of  the  Blessed 
Virgin  that  they  seem  to  us  dangerously  near  blasphemy. 
Luguori  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  Mary  is  more  merciful 
than  her  Son : “ How  many  who  deserve  to  be  condemned 

by  the  justice  of  the  Son  are  saved  by  the  mercy  of  the 
Mother.  Thou  art  the  only  advocate  of  sinners,  of  all  who 
are  unprotected.”  “ If  my  Redeemer  rejects  me  on  account 
of  my  sins,  and  drives  me  from  His  sacred  feet,  I will  cast 
myself  at  those  of  His  blessed  Mother,  till  she  has  obtained 
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my  forgiveness “God  is  just;  but  Mary  is  merciful,”  he 
exclaims;  Anselm  also  taught  the  same  thing:  “Often 
salvation  is  more  speedily  obtained  by  recourse  to  Mary  than 
to  Jesus  Christ  Himself and  what  shall  we  say  of  this 
extravagant  statement : “ Those  who  do  not  serve  Mary 

will  not  be  saved.” 

Not  content  with  saying  that  Mary  is  our  only 
Advocate  and  Mediatrix,  that  she  is  more  merciful  than 
her  Son,  and  that  through  her  salvation  and  all  grace  is 
to  be  obtained,  Cardinal  Bembus,  writing  to  the  Emperor 
Charles  V calls  her  “ Dominam  deam  nostram — Our 
Lady  and  Goddess.” 

We  find  another  strange  form  of  worship  in  the 
devotions  paid  to  the  sacred  hearts  of  Jesus  and  Mary. 
This  novel  custom  of  addressing  prayer  to  the  physical 
organs  of  saints  and  of  Christ  began  in  the  seventeenth 
century,  and  is  now  universal  in  the  Church  of  Rome, 
and  the  daily  prayer  of  the  members  of  these  Sodalities  or 
Associations  of  the  Sacred  Heart  is  : “ May  the  divine 

Heart  of  Jesus  and  the  Immaculate  Heart  of  Mary  be 
known,  praised,  blessed,  loved,  worshipped  and  glorified 
always  and  in  all  places.  Amen.”  The  cult  of  the  Sacred 
Heart  was  at  first  rejected  at  Rome  by  Innocent  XII  and 
Benedict  XIII.  It  was  then  partly  recognized  and  allowed 
by  Clement  XIII,  Pius  VI,  and  Pius  VII  ; then  at 
length  it  received  the  full  recognition  and  blessing  of  Pius 
IX,  and  today  is  most  popular  in  the  Roman  Church. 

The  “ Hail,  Mary,”  now  so  frequently  used  by 
Roman  Catholics,  was  not  in  use,  even  as  a salutation, 
until  about  A.  D.  1200,  when  it  was  introduced  by  Odo, 
Archbishop  of  Paris.  It  was  not  used  in  England  as  a 
devotion  before  1237.  The  additional  prayer  addressed 
to  Mary — “ Holy  Mary,  Mother  of  God,  pray  for  us 
sinners  now  and  in  the  hour  of  our  death  ” — cannot  be 
found  earlier  than  1507,  and  was  first  sanctioned  for  use 
by  a Bull  of  Pius  V,  1568. 
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In  order  to  encourage  the  members  of  his  Church  to 
pray  to  the  Virgin,  Pope  Pius  VII  issued  a Bull  in  1815,  by 


Indulgences 
promised  to 
those  who 
pray  to  the 
B.  V.  Mary. 


which  he  granted  300  days  Indulgence  to 
all  who  offered  the  seven  prayers  printed 
on  pp.  141-144  of  the  Book  of  Catholic 
Worship.  Three  hundred  days  release 
from  the  torments  of  Purgatory  for  saying 
seven  prayers  to  Mary  is  the  reward  offered 
by  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  In  St.  Luke  iv.  it  is  recorded 
that  the  Devil  tried  to  bribe  Jesus  to  worship  him  by 
offering  Him  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  world.  The  pope 
bribes  us  by  promising  300  days’  release  from  Purgatory  if 
we  will  worship  Mary.  Jesus  answered  : “ Get  thee  behind 
me,  Satan,  for  it  is  written  Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord 
thy  God,  and  Him  only  shalt  thou  serve,”  and  that  is  the 
answer  which  we,  too,  return  to  the  pope.  But  the  bribes 
are  still  being  offered.  For  example,  100  days’  Indulgence 
is  granted  to  those  who  say,  “ Immaculate  Heart  of  Mary, 
pray  for  us  and  300  days  are  granted  for  saying  either 
“ Sweet  Heart  of  Mary,  be  my  salvation,”  or  “ our  Lady 
of  Lourdes,  pray  for  us.”  Why  there  is  such  a big  differ- 
ence between  the  100  days  and  the  300  days  is  not 
explained. 

The  astonishing  thing  is  that  all  this  teaching  about 
the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  her  assumption  into  Heaven ; 
her  rule  over  heaven,  earth,  purgatory  and  hell  ; her 
power  to  help  sinners,  her  intercessions,  has  no  foundation 
whatever  in  fact ; it  is  all  fancy,  based  on  the  exaggerated 
and  sentimental  devotion  of  men  and  women,  and  the 
superstitious  practices  of  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries,  but 
sanctioned  and  enjoined  in  later  days  by  the  Church  of 
Rome. 


Protests  against  this  new  worship  were  repeatedly 
made,  but  were  disregarded.  Some  of  the  bishops  at  the 
Council  of  Trent  tried  to  put  the  brake  on,  and  to  moderate 
the  extravagances  of  the  devotees  of  Mary,  but  failed  to 
effect  any  reform,  as  they  were  bitterly  opposed  by  the 
Jesuits. 
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So  popular  has  this  worship  of  the  Virgin  become  that 
we  are  solemnly  assured  that  “the  number  of  pilgrims  who 
visit  the  Church  of  Our  Lady  of  Victories  (in  Paris)  is  be- 
tween 10,000  and  20,000  daily.”  Is  this  an  exaggeration  ? 
We  are  also  told  that  “ the  average  number  of  letters 
received  by  the  priests  of  this  Church  is  from  25,000  to 
30,000  a week.”  Frankly,  we  do  not  believe  either  of 
these  statements. 

In  1864  Pope  Pius  IX  added  an  entirely  new  Article 
to  the  Creed  of  the  Roman  Church  by  decreeing  the 
Immaculate  Conception  of  the  Blessed 
Immaculate  Virgin  Mary  as  a dogma  of  the  Faith  which 
Conception  every  Roman  Catholic  must  believe  if  he 
decreed.  wishes  to  be  saved.  The  decree  reads  as 

follows : “ The  doctrine  which  declares 

that  the  most  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  in  the  first  instance  of 
her  conception,  by  a singular  grace  and  privilege  of 
Almighty  God,  in  view  of  the  merits  of  Jesus  Christ,  the 
Saviour  of  the  human  race,  was  preserved  exempt  irom 
all  stain  of  original  sin,  is  a doctrine  revealed  by  God,  and 
therefore  must  be  believed  firmly  and  constantly  by  all 
the  faithful.” — (Bull  Ineffabilis  Deus).  This  decree  was 
issued,  not  by  a Council  of  the  Church,  but  by  the  pope 
alone  on  his  own  responsibility  and  authority.  When  he 
declared  that  the  Virgin  Mary  had  been  conceived  and 
born  without  sin,  he  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  teaching 
and  testimony  of  the  Early  Fathers  and  even  of  former 
popes.  The  decree  of  1864  was  strongly  objected  to  by 
many  learned  Roman  Catholics  as  an  innovation  on  the 
traditional  teaching  of  the  Church.  They  stated  that  it 
was  a complete  novelty,  that  it  was  unknown  in  early 
times,  and  had  been  condemned  by  many  Fathers. 

In  the  first  four  centuries  it  was  generally  believed 
that  while  Mary  was  indeed  “ highly  favoured,”  she  was 
liable  to  commit  sins  of  infirmity,  and  did  indeed  sin. 
Tertullian  in  the  second  century,  Origen  in  the  third, 
and  Basil  in  the  fourth,  attributed  unbelief  to  her. 
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Chrysostom  in  the  fifth  century  declared  that  she  was  guilty 
of  “foolish  arrogancy,”  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria  spoke  of 
her  as  failing  in  faith  and  understanding.”  Cardinal 
Cajetan  argues  that  the  doctrine  that  the  Blessed  Virgin 
was  conceived  in  sin  is  most  probable,  as  it  is  so  taught  by 
many  Fathers,  and  quotes  Augustus,  Ambrose,  Chrysos- 
tom, Eusebius,  Anselm,  and  others  as  teaching  that  Mary 
was  conceived  in  sin.  His  words  are  : “ Besides  these 

holy  fathers,  a great  multitude  of  ancient  doctors 
agree  in  saying  that  the  Blessed  Virgin  individually  was 
conceived  in  original  sin.”  Bernard,  born  1091,  regarded 
this  new  doctrine  of  the  Immaculate  Conception  of  the 
Virgin  which  had  recently  sprung  up  in  the  Church  as 
entirely  superstitious,  and  opposed  to  the  teaching  of  the 
Church.  Thomas  Aquinas  says:  “The  flesh  of  the 
Virgin  was  conceived  in  original  sin,  and  therefore  con- 
tracted these  defects.” — (Summa.  Ill  ; xiv  : 3).  “ She  was 

not  set  free  from  guilt  to  which  all  nature  is  liable  ” 
— (Smmma.  Ill ; xxvii : 1). 

Turning  from  the  Fathers  to  the  Popes  we  find  that 
Gregory  the  Great  said : “ For  He  (Christ)  alone  was 

born  truly  holy.”  Innocent  III  said:  “Eve  was  pro- 
duced without  sin,  but  she  brought  forth  in  sin : Mary 
was  produced  in  sin,  but  she  brought  forth  without  sin." 
Pope  Sixtus  IV,  1471-1484,  ordered  that  the  matter 
should  be  regarded  by  the  Church  as  an  open  question ; 
he  would  give  no  judgment  on  the  doctrine,  whether  for 
or  against.  These  conflicting  opinions  on  the  part  of  the 
popes  lead  to  much  confusion.  Pope  Gregory  and  Pope 
Innocent  both  teach  that  the  Virgin  was  conceived  in  sin. 
Pope  Pius  IX  declares  that  she  was  conceived  without  sin. 
Pope  Sixtus  says  it  is  an  open  matter,  and  he  cannot 
decide  either  way.  Which  of  these  infallible  teachers 
and  guides  are  we  to  believe  and  follow  ? Father 
Vitalis,  on  p.  93  of  his  Catechism,  decides  in  favour  of 
Pius  IX,  and  says : “ The  Blessed  Mary  remained  free 

from  original  sin  and  from  every  other  kind  of  sin.  She 
remained  a virgin  both  before  and  after  the  birth  of  Jesus 
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Christ,  and  is  now  body  and  soul  seated  by  the  side  of  her 
divine  Son.” 


In  the  fourteenth  century  the  Dominican  monks,  follow- 
ing their  great  teacher  Thomas  Aquinas,  held  that  Mary 
had  been  conceived  in  sin  as  other  mortals  ; 
but  the  Franciscans,  following  their  teacher 
Scotus,  thought  that  she  was  conceived 
without  sin  by  a special  act  of  God’s 
power.  The  Dominicans  accused  all  those 
who  disagreed  with  them  of  heresy,  and 
fiercely  contended  with  the  Franciscan 
monks.  Scandalous  scenes  took  place  each  year  at  the 
Feast  of  the  Conception.  The  Pope,  Sixtus  IV,  wavered 
between  the  two  contending  parties,  striving  to  bring 
peace  to  the  Church,  and  although  he  himself  was  a 
Franciscan  he  did  not  dare  to  declare  that  their  view  was 


Dominicans 
and  Francis- 
cans quarrel 
about  Im- 
maculate 
Conception. 


the  correct  one,  as  it  would  have  caused  a schism  in  the 
Church.  He  postponed  making  any  decision,  and 
condemned  the  extremists  of  either  party  if  they  said 
insulting  things  about  the  other.  The  dispute  went  on  till 
the  Council  of  Trent,  and  the  pope  then  instructed  his 
legate  to  endeavour  to  reconcile  the  two  parties,  to 
maintain  peace,  and  to  avoid  a schism.  But  even  the 
Council  was  unable  to  arrive  at  a decision,  and  the  matter 
remained  undecided  and  undefined  until  Pope  Pius 
IX,  in  1854,  finding  that  the  ancient  quarrel  had  subsided, 
ventured  to  make  the  decree  which  established  in  the 
Roman  Church  the  dogma  of  the  Immaculate  Concep- 
tion. But  if  the  pope  had  been  infallible,  if  he  himself 
had  truly  believed  in  his  infallibility,  why  did  he  not 
pronounce  judgment  in  the  fourteenth  century,  and  settle 
the  dispute  for  all  time  ? 

Before  1864  men  might  believe  that  the  Blessed 
Virgin  was  conceived  in  sin  or  not  as  they  pleased.  But 
since  1864  no  one  may  dispute  the  Immaculate  Conception 
without  imperiling  his  eternal  salvation. 

When  reading  the  many  books  published  by  Roman 
Catholics  on  the  Immaculate  Conception,  one  is  struck  by 
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the  constant  reiteration  of  the  phrase,  “ God  could  do  it, 
i.e.,  arrange  that  the  mother  of  His  Son  should  herself  be 
born  free  from  original  sin  ; therefore  God  must  have  done 
it.”  That  is  not  sound  reasoning  or  good  theology. 
There  are  very  many  things  which  God  could  do,  but 
which  He  certainly  does  not  do.  The  writers  assert  that 
Jesus,  the  Holy  One,  could  not  possibly  have  taken  up 
His  abode  in  the  womb  of  the  Virgin  if  she  had  been 
tainted  with  original  sin.  The  Scripture  says  that  all 
have  sinned  ; that  all  does  not  exclude  the  Virgin  Mary. 
We  are  also  told  that  in  spite  of  this  taint  Jesus  did  not 
abhor  the  Virgin’s  womb.  It  was  because  all  had  sinned, 
including  Mary,  that  Jesus  came,  made  like  His  brethren 
in  all  things,  sin  only  excepted.  Had  the  Virgin  Mary 
been  immaculately  conceived,  the  nature  which  our  Lord 
took  from  her  could  hardly  be  described  as  the  nature  of 
man,  but  a nature  peculiar  to  itself. 

The  doctrine  takes  away  from  Christ  the  unique 
position  of  being  the  only  sinless  one.  If  it  were  true, 
there  would  not  be  one  person  only,  but  two  persons, 
i.e.,  Jesus  and  Mary,  exempt  from  all  sin,  original  and 
actual.  The  doctrine  naturally  leads  to  Mariolatry,  for  if 
Mary  were  sinless,  people  would  naturally  look  on  her  as 
divine,  and  a fitting  object  for  worship.  That  the 
doctrine  is  not  Scriptural  is  frankly  confessed  by  the 
Jesuit  J.  B.  Jaggar,  in  his  book  “The  Immaculate  Con- 
ception,” p.  9,  where  he  writes:  “The  Immaculate 
Conception  of  Our  Lady  is  not  formally  and  expressly 
taught  in  Scripture,  nor  can  it  be  proved  from  Scripture 
alone.” 

To  sum  up.  The  exalted  position  given  to  Mary 
in  the  Roman  Church,  is  based  on  a 
Summary.  foolish  and  utterly  incredible  story  of  the 
fourth  century,  for  which  there  is  not  a 
particle  of  historical  proof,  which  was  condemned  by  the 
early  Church  as  heretical,  and  is  described  by  Pope 
Gelasius  as  quite  unworthy  of  belief.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence that  prayer  was  offered  to  Mary  before  A.  D,  373. 
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Such  prayers  were  condemned  by  the  leaders  of  the 
Church.  We  do  not  know  where  Mary  now  is,  whether 
resting  in  the  abode  of  departed  spirits  or  in  heaven. 
It  is  possible,  though  we  do  not  know  with  any  certainty, 
that  God  has  given  to  her  a place  in  His  heavenly  king- 
dom ; even  if  that  be  so,  unless  she  has  been  endowed 
with  divine  power,  she  cannot  possibly  hear  the  millions 
of  prayers  that  are  offered  to  her  daily,  and  such  prayers 
and  worship  are  in  direct  disobedience  to  God’s  command 
“ Thou  shalt  worship  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  Him  only 
shalt  thou  serve.” 

While  the  Church  of  England  and  the  Church  of 
India  entirely  refuse  to  acknowledge  many  of  the  claims 
made  on  behalf  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary  by  the  Church 
of  Rome,  claims  shown  to  be  made  without  any  authority, 
and  impossible  to  prove  ; claims  which  further  serve  only, 
while  unduly  elevating  the  mother  to  lessen  the  dignity 
of  her  Divine  Son  ; yet  our  Church  yields  to  no  other 
Church  in  her  recognition  of  the  peculiar  grace  and 
goodness  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  which  won  for  her  such 
signal  honour  as  to  be  chosen  by  God  to  be  the  Mother  of 
His  Son. 


CHAPTER  XXIII 


THE  INVOCATION  OF  SAINTS 

Concerning  the  Invocation  of  Saints,  the  Church  of 
Rome  says : “ The  Saints,  reigning  together  with  Christ, 

are  to  be  honoured  and  invocated  ....  they  offer  prayers 
to  God  for  us,  and  their  relics  are  to  be  held  in  venera- 
tion”— Creed  of  Pius  IV.  According  to  this  Creed 
Roman  Catholics  venerate  and  pray  to  saints  and  martyrs, 
many  of  whom  suffered  martyrdom  because  they  refused 
to  worship  Caesar. 

Fr.  Vitalis  tells  us  in  his  Catechism,  p.  59,  that  “we 
do  not  in  reality  pray  to  the  saints  that  they  may  grant  us 
grace,  but  that  praying  for  and  with  us 
Fr.  Vitalis  they  may  obtain  grace  for  us  from  God.” 
denies  that  He  says  that  Roman  Catholics  do  not  pray 
Roman  Catho-  to  the  saints  for  help  and  blessing.  Then 
lies  pray  to  what  does  this  prayer  of  Pope  Leo  XIII, 
Saints  for  which  we  find  in  the  Book  of  Catholic 

grace  and  Worship,  p.  149,  mean?  “ O Saint  Joseph, 

help.  in  our  trouble  we  turn  to  thee  ....  with 

confidence  we  seek  thy  mercy  ....  we  be- 
seech thee  that  thou  wilt  help  us  in  our  need  with  thy 
strength  and  grace.  O protector  of  the  Holy  Family, 
guard  the  elect  children  of  Jesus  Christ  ....  and  at  the 
last  protect  us  all  with  thy  goodness,  etc.  ?”  What  do  these 
words  in  the  Catechism,  pp.  10-11,  mean?  “O  holy 
Mary,  become  my  mother.  O my  kind  and  holy  guardian 
angel,  take  care  of  me  during  this  night.  O Jesus,  Mary, 
Joseph,  in  my  last  hour  help  me.”  If  these  are  not  prayers 
to  the  saints,  beseeching  their  help  and  blessing,  what  are 
they?  In  spite  of  Fr.  Vitalis’ s denial,  when  we  read  such 
prayers  as  the  above  in  their  books  of  devotion  we  feel 
that  we  are  justified  in  saying  that  Roman  Catholics  do 
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pray  to  the  saints  for  grace,  for  help,  for  guidance,  and 
for  protection. 

The  saints  whom  they  invoke,  and  for  whose  prayers 
and  help  they  plead,  are  numberless.  The  Litany 
on  pp.  205-208  of  the  Book  of  Catholic  Worship  simply 
bristles  with  the  names  of  saints  and  angels,  beginning  with 
Abel  in  the  Old  Testament,  working  through  to  John  the 
Baptist,  the  Apostles,  and  other  saints  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment ; then  come  the  names  of  Fathers  and  Popes,  ending 
with  “ O all  ye  virgin  and  widows,  O all  ye  holy  men  and 
women  of  God,  pray  for  him.”  When  we  see  such  a list 
of  names,  with  the  request  after  each,  “ pray  for  us,”  we 
cannot  help  wondering  why  Roman  Catholics  keep  on 
worrying  the  saints  for  their  prayers  and  help,  when  they 
are  supposed  to  be  resting  from  their  labours  in  Paradise. 
Have  we  not  free  access  to  God’s  audience  chamber  ? Is 
not  our  Heavenly  Father’s  ear  ever  open  to  the  prayers  of 
His  children  ? Is  He  not  always  more  ready  to  hear  than 
we  to  pray  ? Has  He  not  promised  to  hear  the  petitions, 
of  those  who  ask  in  His  Son’s  name  ? Then  why  keep 
pestering  these  saints,  too,  to  pray  for  us  ? 

Are  we  quite  sure  who  are  the  saints  in  Heaven  who 
are  supposed  to  intercede  for  us  ? If  the  Romish  doctrine 
of  Purgatory  is  true,  can  we  be  sure  that 
Who  knows  they  themselves  have  escaped  the  torments 
what  Saints  of  Purgatory,  and  have  been  translated  to 
are  in  Heaven  ? They  tell  us  that  the  Virgin 

Heaven  ? Mary  was  carried  to  Heaven  by  the  angels, 
but  what  about  Joseph  and  all  the  others? 
Have  they  all,  too,  been  carried  away  to  heaven  ? 
No  one  has  ever  seen  them  there  ! In  the  past  Rome  has 
made  mistakes,  and  learning  by  experience,  now  exercises 
greater  care  in  canonizing  the  members  of  her  Church. 
But  as  in  the  past,  so  now,  and  in  the  future,  the  “ Infalli- 
ble” Church  may  make  a mistake,  and  canonize  a person 
who  is  in  no  way  worthy  of  that  honour,  so  that  prayers 
to  such  a person  would  be  entirely  in  vain. 

Even  if  the  saints  are  in  Heaven,  can  we  be  quite  sure 
that  they  hear  all  our  prayers  ? Cardinal  Cajetan  himself 
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voiced  the  doubt  when  he  wrote  : “We  have  no  certain 
knowledge  as  to  whether  the  saints  are  aware  of  our 
prayers,  although  we  piously  believe  it.”  When  through- 
out the  world  so  many  are  praying  to  them,  how  can  they 
hear  them  all  ? On  earth  they  could  only  hear  one  person 
speaking  at  a time  ; in  Heaven  have  they  become  endowed 
with  Divine  powers  that  they  can  hear  millions  all  praying 
at  once  ? Cardinal  Bellarmine  tells  us  that  Romanists  hold 
Jour  different  opinions  upon  the  subject  of  how  the  saints 
hear  all  the  prayers  offered  to  them.  It  is  not  our  work 
to  instruct  Roman  Catholics  on  this  point  ; suffice  it  to  say 
that  the  suggestions  made  by  the  Cardinal  do  not  satisfy 
us.  Why  does  not  the  “ Infallible  Teacher,”  either  the 
Church  or  the  pope,  settle  the  matter  once  for  all,  and  say 
clearly  and  authoritatively  what  the  saints  really  do  in  the 
matter  of  hearing  and  answering  all  these  prayers  ? Or  is 
it  possible  that  even  the  pope  himself  does  not  know  ? 

The  matter  does  not  trouble  Protestants  because  they 
do  not  pray  to  the  saints.  They  prefer  to  address  their 
prayers  through  Jesus  Christ  to  God  : they 
Saint  Wor-  know  that  in  the  New  Testament  there  is 
ship  forbidden  not  a single  instance  of  prayer  being  offered 
in  Scripture,  to  a dead  saint ; they  know  that  Scripture 
forbids  saint-worship  ; they  know  that  the 
Apostles  Peter,  Paul,  and  Barnabas  rejected  with  horror 
such  worship  when  it  was  offered  to  them  (Acts  x : 25, 
Acts  xiv : 14,  Col.  ii : 18)  ; they  know  that  angels,  too, 
reject  such  worship  (Rev.  xix:  10,  Rev.  xxii:  8)  ; and 
they  know  that  Jesus  Christ  is  not  only  the  Saviour  of  men, 
but  the  only  Mediator  between  God  and  man  (1  Tim.  ii : 8. 
John  iii-  36,  John  xiv:  6,  Acts  iv : 12,  Roms,  viii:  34,  Eph. 
ii:  18,  Heb.  vii : 25,  1 Jno.  ii:  1-2). 

Romanists  are  unable  to  produce  even  one  single  wit- 
ness from  the  Early  Fathers  who  enjoined  or  encouraged  this 
foolish  and  corrupt  practice  as  a Christian  duty.  While 
due  respect  and  honour  was  paid  by  the  Early  Christians 
to  martyrs  and  saints  of  the  Church,  they  were  never 
worshipped  or  prayed  to.  Services  of  commemoration  were 
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frequently  held  at  cemeteries,  at  which  the  departed  were 
remembered,  and  prayers  were  offered  to  God.  Answers 
to  prayer  were  received,  and  people  began  to  think 
that  it  was  through  the  mediation  of  the  saints  commem- 
orated at  the  cemetery  services  that  these  answers  had 
been  given,  and  gradually  the  practice  arose  of  addressing 
the  saints  directly  in  prayer,  but  such  prayers  were  not 
included  in  the  public  worship  of  the  Church.  In  A.  D. 
370  the  Council  of  Laodicea  passed  the  following  canon, 
No.  35,  which  reads  thus : “ It  does  not  behove  Christians  to 
leave  the  Church  of  God,  and  go  and  invoke  angels  .... 
which  things  are  forbidden.  If,  therefore,  any  one  be  de- 
tected idling  in  their  secret  idolatry,  let  him  be  accursed, 
because  he  has  forsaken  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  the  Son  of 
God,  and  gone  to  idolatry.”  The  Council  of  Carthage 
also  affirmed  “that  none  in  their  prayer  should  direct 
their  speech  unto  any  but  the  Father.”  Still  later  the 
Council  of  Frankfort,  called  together  in  A.  D.  794,  by  the 
Emperor  Charlemagne,  at  which  300  bishops  of  the  West- 
ern Church  were  present,  also  condemned  in  no  uncertain 
words  in  its  42nd  Canon  the  practice  of  the  Invocation  of 
Saints. 

In  thus  condemning  the  practice  of  praying  to  the 
saints  the  Councils  were  following  the  teaching  and  ex- 
ample of  the  great  Fathers  of  the  Primitive 
Saint  Wor-  Church.  What  they  taught  may  be  seen 
ship  forbidden  from  the  following  extracts  from  their  writ- 
by  Early  ings ; St.  Augustine  wrote  that  “ the  wor- 

Fathers.  shipping  of  men  that  are  dead  should  be  no 

part  of  our  religion.”  (Aug.  on  true  religion, 
Cap.  55).  In  another  passage  he  states:  “ In  the  Cath- 
olic Church  it  is  divinely  and  singularly  delivered,  that 
no  creature  is  to  be  worshipped,  but  He  only  who  is  the 
Creator  of  all  things.”  Ambrose,  Bishop  of  Milan,  con- 
demns the  practice  in  the  following  words:  Is  there  any 

man  so  mad,  or  so  unmindful  of  his  salvation,  as  to  give 
the  King’s  honour  to  an  officer  ; whereas  if  any  shall  be 
found  but  to  treat  of  such  a matter,  they  are  justly 
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condemned  as  guilty  of  high  treason.  And  yet  men  think 
themselves  not  guilty  who  give  the  honour  of  God’s  name 
to  a creature  and,  leaving  the  Lord,  adore  their  fellow 
servants.”  Athanasius  writes  : “ Wherefore  it  appertained 
to  God  only  to  be  worshipped.  And  this  do  the  angels 
themselves  know  well ; that  although  they  do  surpass 
others  in  glory,  yet  they  are  all  but  creatures  ; and  are  in 
the  number,  not  of  those  that  are  to  be  adored,  but  of 
them  that  adore  the  Lord” — (Athan.  Orat.  3.  Contra 
Arian). 


Yet  in  spite  of  this  witness  from  the  Primitive  Church, 
we  find  at  a later  date  leaders  in  the  Roman  Church  ad- 
Rome  teaches  vocating  *e  practice.  Hugo  de  Prato 
Saint  writes : “We  ought  to  entreat  the  Apostles 

W bin  and  the  other  saints  in  all  our  necessities ; 

because  they  are  our  Advocates,  and  the 
means  between  us  and  God,  by  whom  God  hath  ordained 
to  bestow  all  things  upon  us  ” — (Hugo  de  Prato,  Sermon 
35  j;  Azorius  the  Jesuit  teaches  that  the  saints  should  be 
honoured  with  Divine  worship  : “We  do  not  honour  the 
saints  with  that  worship  only  wherewith  we  honour  men 
that  excel  in  virtue,  wisdom,  power,  or  any  other  dignity ; 
but  also  with  Divine  worship  and  honour,  which  is  an 
act  of  religion” — (Azor.  Institut,  Moral,  tom.  i,  lib.  ix.  Cap. 
10).  Finally  the  Council  of  Trent  passed  the  following 
decree:  No.  XXIII : “ This  holy  synod  enjoins  all  bishops 
and  others  who  undertake  the  office  of  teaching,  to  in- 
struct the  faithful,  that  the  saints  who  reign  together 
with  Christ  offer  up  their  prayers  to  God  for  men,  that  it 
is  good  and  profitable  to  invoke  them  in  a supplicating 
manner  and  that,  in  order  to  procure  benefit  from  God 
through  His  Son  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord,  Who  is  our  only 
Redeemer  and  Saviour,  we  should  have  recourse  to  their 
prayers,  help  and  assistance ; and  that  those  persons  hold 
impious  opinions  who  deny  that  the  saints  enjoying  eternal 
happiness  in  heaven  are  to  be  invoked  ; or  who  affirm,  that 
the  saints  do  not  pray  for  men,  or  that  the  invoking  of  them 
that  they  may  pray  ever  for  every  one  of  us  in  particular. 
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is  idolatry,  or  is  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  con- 
trary to  the  honour  of  the  one  Mediator  between  God 
and  men,  Jesus  Christ,  or  that  it  is  foolish  to  supplicate 
orally  or  mentally  those  who  reign  in  heaven.” 

When  it  was  proposed  to  make  the  invocation  of  the 
Virgin  Mary  a dogma  which  must  be  received  as  necessary 
for  salvation  Cardinal  Newman  strongly  protested  in  the 
following  words:  “If  it  were  so,  there  would  be  grave 
reason  for  doubting  the  salvation  of  St.  Chrysostom  and 
St.  Athanasious,  or  of  the  primitive  martyrs.  Nay,  I 
should  like  to  know  whether  St.  Augustine,  in  all  his 
voluminous  writings,  invokes  her  once.” 

If  the  invocation  of  saints  is  according  to  the  will  of 
God,  and  is  so  profitable  to  men,  it  is  remarkable  that 
there  is  no  mention  of  it  in  the  New  Testament.  As  far  as 
we  can  discover  there  is  only  one  instance  recorded,  and 
that  in  a parable,  of  anyone  making  intercession  to  a saint, 
and  in  his  case — that  of  Dives  and  Abraham — his  prayer 
was  rejected.  St.  Paul’s  warning  against  the  practice  is 
very  clear : “ Let  no  man  rob  you  of  your  prize  by  a volun- 
tary humility  and  worshipping  of  the  angels” — (Col.  ii : 18). 
Not  only  is  there  no  blessing  to  be  obtained,  rather  shall  we 
suffer  loss,  says  St.  Paul. 

Romanists  assert  that  the  practice  of  praying  to  the 
saints  was  taught  by  Christ  and  His  Apostles,  but  they  are 
unable  to  point  to  any  passage  in  the  New  Testament  en- 
joining it.  If  Christ  and  the  Apostles  really  did  give  the 
Church  instructions  in  this  matter,  it  is  strange  that  for 
400  years  there  is  no  record  of  such  a custom  being 
observed  in  the  Church.  But  the  question  is  not  whether 
the  saints  pray  for  us,  but  whether  we  should  pray  to  them. 
In  the  Scriptures  we  are  told  to  pray  to  God,  and  to  God 
only.  When  the  disciples  asked  the  Lord  to  teach  them 
to  pray,  He  said  to  them  : When  ye  pray,  say,  Our  Father 
— (St.  Luke  xi:  2).  Many  prayers  are  recorded  in  the 
Bible,  but  every  one  of  them  is  addressed  to  God  ; not  one 
to  the  Blessed  Virgin  or  to  any  saint.  St.  Paul  teaches  that 
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it  is  through  Jesus  Christ,  not  Mary  or  Joseph,  that  we  have 
access  to  the  Father — (Eph.  ii:  18). 

When  we  have  the  fullest  access  to  the  master 
of  the  house,  why  should  we  trouble  to  approach 
his  servants,  who  have  no  power  whatever  to  grant  our 
petition.  When  the  Son  of  God  is  seated  at  the  right  hand 
of  the  Father,  in  the  place  of  authority  and  power,  and  ever 
liveth  to  make  intercession  for  us,  why  should  we  approach 
Mary  or  Joseph  or  Peter  or  Paul  to  intercede  on  our 
behalf? 

We  would  commend  to  the  careful  attention  of  our 
readers  the  following  words  by  Bishop  Andrewes  on  the 
wrong  done  to  Christ  by  this  superstitious 
Bishop  practice  of  saint  worship  : “Why  do  we 

Andrewes  on  not  go  straight  to  Him  without  a go- 
Saint  Worship,  between,  and  ask  of  Him,  but  turn  off  and 
ask  of  them  to  ask  ? Are  there  any  saintly 
spirits  with  whom  we  can  converse  with  greater  safety  and 
joy  than  our  Jesus  ? Is  access  to  them  easier  ? Have 
they  more  indulgent  moments  for  speaking  ? Do  the  saints 
know  more  of  our  needs  ? Are  their  bowels  of  mercy 
more  enlarged  than  Christ’s  ? Should  our  confidence  be 
greater  with  them  ? Should  any  grace  of  theirs  be  more 
precious  to  us  than  Christ’s  promise?  Should  any  near- 
ness to  them  be  dearer  to  us  than  Christ’s  bidding  “Come 
to  Me”  ? When  you  thus  invoke  the  saints  you  give  them 
Christ’s  place.  If  you  go  to  them,  you  put  them  in  the 
place  of  Christ,  for  them  to  refresh  you  instead  of  Him. 
You  take  them  as  mediators  with  God,  to  obtain  His 
pardon  for  your  sins.” 


CHAPTER  XXIV 

THE  ADORATION  OF  IMAGES 

In  1563  the  Council  of  Trent,  in  its  twenty-fifth 
session,  passed  a decree,  No.  XXIV,  which  ordered  that 
“ the  images  of  Christ,  and  of  the  Virgin 
Council  of  Mother  of  God,  and  of  other  Saints  are  to  be 
Trent  orders  set  up  and  retained,  especially  in  churches, 
Images  to  be  and  due  honour  and  reverence  (is)  to  be 
set  up  in  paid  to  them.”  This  was  confirmed  by 

Churches.  the  Creed  of  Pius  IV,  published  in  the 
following  year.  By  passing  such  a decree, 
and  by  sanctioning  and  enjoining  the  adoration  of  images, 
the  Church  of  Rome  departed  from  early  Catholic 
custom. 

The  Apologists  of  the  second  and  third  centuries  were 
scathing  in  their  denunciation  of  all  idolatry,  and  merci- 
lessly exposed  the  folly  of  bowing  down  to  images,  so  that 
it  is  not  surprising  to  find  that  in  the  early  centuries  there 
was'  a total  absence  of  all  images  and  religious  pictures  in 
churches.  The  Early  Christians,  whilst  honouring  the 
memory  of  the  saints  and  martyrs,  would  not  allow  their 
images  to  be  set  up  in  places  of  worship  on  any  pretext 
whatever. 

The  introduction  of  images  into  the  Church  was 
brought  about  partly  by  uninstructed  Christians  newly 
converted  from  paganism,  and  partly  by  such  heretics  as 
Carpocrates,  and  Marcellina  his  disciple.  These  two 
placed  images  of  Christ,  Paul,  Homer,  and  Pythagoras  in 
the  churches  in  Rome,  and  censed  and  worshipped  them, 
as  recorded  by  Epiphanius  and  Augustine. 

Many  of  the  Early  Fathers  and  Bishops  strongly  de- 
nounced the  superstition  and  idolatry  which  was  gradu- 
ally growing  up  in  the  Church  from  the  fourth  century. 
The  apologist  Lactantius  wrote:  “ There  is  no  doubt  that 
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there  is  no  religion  where  there  is  an  image  ” — (Lib.  ii : C. 
19).  Still  later  the  great  Augustine,  Bishop  of  Hippo, 
wrote  : “It  is  utterly  unlawful  to  erect  any  such  image  of 
God  in  a Christian  church.  To  devise  such  an  image  is 
abominable.”  Cassander  points  out  “How  much  the 
ancient  Fathers  in  the  Primitive  Church  did  abhor  all 
manner  of  worshipping  images,  even  Origen  declares 
against  Celsus.”  Origen  wrote  as  follows:  “What  sensi- 
ble person  would  not  laugh  at  a man  who  ....  looks  to 
images,  and  either  offers  up  his  prayers  to  them,  or,  be- 
holding them,  refers  it  to  the  being  contemplated  in  his 
mind” — (Cont.  Cels.  lib.  vii:  C.  44).  Gregory  of  Nyassa 
wrote  : “He  that  worshippeth  a creature,  notwithstanding 
he  doeth  it  in  the  name  of  Christ,  yet  is  he  a worshipper 
of  images.”  Theodorus,  Bishop  of  Ancyra,  wrote  : “We 
think  it  not  convenient  to  paint  the  image 
Early  Fathers  of  Saints,  for  it  is  evident  that  this  is  a vain 
denounced  imagination,  and  a device  of  the  devil.” 
such  Images.  Later  still  Ambrose  wrote  : “ Our  Church 
knows  no  vain  shapes  or  figures  of  images.” 
Bishop  Epiphanius  on  one  occasion  was  so  angry  at  find- 
ing the  representation  of  a saint  embroidered  on  a cur- 
tain in  a church  that  he  tore  it  down,  although  the  church 
was  not  in  his  diocese,  and  sent  a plain  curtain  to  replace 
it,  and  a letter  to  the  Bishop  of  Jerusalem  begging  him  to 
see  that  no  such  transgression  of  the  canons  and  customs 
of  the  Catholic  Church  was  again  permitted  in  his  diocese. 
In  an  Epistle  to  his  people  he  wrote  : “ Be  ye  mindful  that 
ye  bring  no  images  into  the  churches,  and  that  ye  erect 
none  at  the  burial  places  of  saints.  Nay,  suffer  no  images 
to  be,  no,  not  in  your  private  houses.  ' The  superstition  of 
images  is  unfit  for  the  Church  of  God  ....  It  is  a horrible 
wickedness,  and  a sin  not  to  be  suffered,  for  any  man  to 
set  up  any  picture  in  the  Church  of  the  Christians ; yea, 
though  it  were  a picture  of  Christ  Himself." 

The  Council  of  Elvira,  in  Spain,  in  A.D.  306,  passed 
the  following  decree : “ It  is  decreed  that  no  images  be 
admitted  into  churches,  lest  the  object  of  religious  worship 
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come  to  be  painted  on  the  walls.”  Pope  Gregory  I,  590 
604,  condemned  with  the  utmost  severity  the  worship  of 
images,  but  allowed  them  to  be  set  up  as  historical  memor- 
ials, provided  there  was  no  danger  of  them  becoming  ob- 
jects of  worship. 

No  mention  of  any  image  worship  in  the  Church  can 
be  found  in  the  writings  of  Clement,  Justin  Martyr, 
Athenagoras,  or  Theophilus.  Irenaeus,  about  A.D.  180, 
speaks  of  images  of  Christ  possessed  by  Carpocratian 
heretics,  which  they  had  set  up  in  their  houses  with  the 
images  of  Plato,  Aristotle,  etc.,  and  worshipped. 

In  spite  of  the  condemnation  of  Apologists,  the  great 
Fathers  of  the  Early  Church,  and  Popes  and  Councils,  as 
the  spiritual  life  of  the  Church  deteriorated  the  images  of 
saints  and  martyrs  were  gradually  introduced.  As  their 
number  increased,  and  people  began  to  worship  them  as 
though  there  was  some  power  inherent  in  them,  the  anger 
and  resentment  of  many  was  aroused  at  this  superstitious 
innovation,  and  in  A.  D.  726  the  Emperor  Leo  Isauricus 
ordered  all  images  to  be  removed  from  churches.  In 
A.  D.  754  the  Emperor  Constantine  IV  assembled  a 
Council,  attended  by  333  bishops,  which  also  passed  a 
similar  decree  ; but  superstition  gradually  prevailed,  and 
in  A.  D.  787,  at  the  second  Council  of  Nicaea,  images  of 
the  Deity  were  permitted,  and  a modified  form  of  worship 
was  sanctioned.  The  following  is  the  decree  passed  by 
the  Council : “ We  venerate,  worship,  and  adore  the  sac- 
red images.  All  persons  who  profess  to  honour  the  sac- 
red images,  but  refuse  to  worship  them,  dishonour  them, 
and  are  guilty  of  hypocrisy.”  This  Council  was  called  to- 
gether by  the  widow  of  the  late  Emperor  Leo  IV  for  the 
express  purpose  of  establishing  image  worship  in  the 
Church.  It  was  presided  over  by  Tarasius,  the  Patriarch 
of  Constantinople,  and  no  opposition  speeches  were  per- 
mitted, and  those  who  before  had  opposed  such  worship 
were  so  threatened  that  they  retracted  their  teaching. 
Theodosius,  Bishop  of  Ammorium,  spoke  as  follows:  “I 
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confess  and  agree,  and  receive  and  salute  and  worship, 
first  of  all  the  image  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Roman  Christ,  our  true  God,  and  the  holy  image 

Catholics  wor-  of  her  who  bare  Him  ....  Likewise,  also,  I 
ship  Images,  worship,  honour,  and  salute  the  relics  of 
the  Saints.  On  those  who  do  not  worship 
the  holy  and  sacred  images,  anathema.  On  those  who 
blaspheme  the  holy  and  sacred  images,  anathema.  On 
those  who  dare  to  call  them  idols,  anathema  ....  On 
those  who  have  a doubtful  mind,  and  do  not  from  their 
soul  confess  that  they  worship  the  sacred  images,  ana- 
thema.” Among  the  statements  made  by  the  Greeks  at 
this  Council,  the  following  were  recorded : “ He  that 
adoreth  an  image  and  saith  “This  is  Christ,”  offendeth 
not.  He  offendeth  that  adoreth  not  an  image.  He  that 
adoreth  not  an  image  is  a heretic.  We  must  adore  an 
image  with  the  same  reverence  wherewith  we  adore  the 
Holy  Trinity.”  The  decree  passed  by  the  Council  was 
confirmed  by  the  pope,  Adrian  I. 

The  Emperor  Charlemagne  sent  the  decree  of  this 
Council  to  the  learned  Alcuin  of  England  for  advice,  who 
in  reply  wrote  a long  treatise,  called  “The  Caroline 
Books,”  in  which  he  rejected  the  decree  as  contrary  to  the 
doctrine  and  practice  of  the  Catholic  Church.  In  this  he 
was  well  supported  by  bishops  of  the  Church  of  England, 
viz.,  Bishop  Roger  of  Hoveden,  Bishop  Simeon  of 
Durham,  and  Bishop  Matthew  of  Westminster.  Char- 
lemagne then  assembled  the  Council  of  Frankfort,  794, 
which  was  attended  by  more  than  300  bishops  from 
Britain,  France,  Spain,  Germany  and  Italy,  and  in  oppo- 
sition to  Pope  Adrian  I they  “ rejected,  despised,  and  con- 
demned ” the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Nicaea. 

Image  worship  was  opposed  in  the  East  by  the 
Emperors  Leo  Isaurus,  Constantius,  Nicephorus  Staura- 
tius,  Leo  Armenus  and  others  ; while  in  the  West  it  was 
advocated  by  Popes  Gregory  II  and  III,  Paul  I,  Stephen 
IV,  Adrian  I and  II,  Leo  III,  and  Nicholas  I.  In  726> 
Pope  Gregory  II,  in  a Council  at  Rome,  anathematized 
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those  who  objected  to,  or  did  not  worship  images.  The 
controversy  went  on  during  the  next  century  ; the  popes 
favoured  the  innovation,  and  advocated  the  worship  of 
images,  and  at  length,  as  superstition  gained  ground,  the 
worship  of  images  was  formally  sanctioned,  and  was  gene- 
rally practised  throughout  Christendom. 

In  these  days,  in  order  to  attract  the  unwary  to  their 
Church,  many  writers  deny  that  they  adore  or  worship 
the  images  of  saints,  of  Mary,  of  Christ,  and  the  Cross. 
They  say  that 

(1)  they  use  images  or  statues  of  our  Lord  and  the 
Saints  only  to  remind  themselves  of  what  they 
represent,  and 

(2)  they  show  these  images  a certain  respect  and 
honour  on  account  of  their  relation  to  the  per- 
sons represented,  but  that  they  certainly  do  not 
worship  them. 

We  can  only  say  in  reply  to  such  that  they  are  not 
loyal  Roman  Catholics,  for  if  they  do  not  worship  these 
images  they  are  not  following  the  teaching  of  their 
Church.  Their  greatest  theologians  have  stated  plainly 
that  such  worship  is  the  duty  of  every  Roman  Catholic.  Image 
worship  has  been  the  custom  of  the  Church  of  Rome  for 
centuries.  Naclantus,  Bishop  of  Clugium,  and  the  “ day- 
star  ” of  the  Council  of  Trent,  is  quite  clear  about  this ; 
he  writes : “ Images  are  truly  and  properly  to  be 

adored,  and  with  the  intention  to  adore  the  images 
themselves,  and  not  only  the  saints  that  are  represented 
by  them.”  In  the  thirteenth  century  Thomas  Aquinas 
wrote : “ The  same  reverence  should  be  given  to  an  image 
of  Christ  as  to  Christ  Himself,  and  seeing  that  Christ  is 
adored  with  the  adoration  of  latria  (or  divine  worship),  it 
follows  that  His  image  is  to  be  adored  with  the  adoration 
of  latria  ....  The  Cross  is  adored  with  the  same  adoration 
as  Christ,  that  is,  with  the  adoration  of  latria,  and  for  that 
reason  we  address  and  supplicate  the  Cross  just  as  we  do 
the  Crucified  Himself.”  Regarding  this  statement  Friar 
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Pedro  de  Cabrera  remarks:  “ It  is  simply  and  absolutely 
to  be  said,  that  holy  Images  are  to  be  worshipped,  in  | 
churches  and  out  of  churches ; and  the  contrary  is  an 
heretical  doctrine.”  Cardinal  Bonaventure,  another 
canonized  saint,  in  1482,  wrote : “ We  pay  the  same 

reverence  and  we  ought  to  pay  the  same  reverence  to  the 
image  of  the  blessed  Virgin  as  we  pay  to  the  Virgin  , 
herself,  and  so  of  other  saints.”  He  also  said  that  “ The  ' 
self-same  worship  and  adoration  which  Christians  are  f< 
bound  to  pay  to  Christ  Himself,  the  same  they  are  equally  [ 
bound  to  pay  to  His  Image,  and  to  the  representation  of 
His  Cross.”  Elsewhere  he  asks  the  question  : “ Is  the 

worship  of  latria  to  be  given  to  the  cross  of  Christ?  Every 
cross  is  to  be  adored  with  the  adoration  of  latria  ; but 
to  that  on  which  Christ  hung  another 
Roman  reverence  also  is  to  be  shown.”  In  another 

Catholics  passage  he  asks : “ Should  the  worship  of 

adore  the  latria  be  given  to  the  Image  of  Christ  ? 

Cross.  A man  speaks  to  the  Image  in  his  prayers, 

therefore  be  speaks  to  the  Image  as  a 
reasoning  creature ; therefore  he  speaks  to  the  Image  as  to 
Christ,  and  just  as  he  speaks,  just  so  does  he  worship  and 
adore  ; therefore  he  ought  to  adore  the  Image  of  Christy 

Lyndwode,  a commentator  on  the  laws  of  the  Roman 
Church,  in  1425,  affirmed  that  “ We  address,  we  speak  to  j 
the  cross,  and  pray  to  the  cross,  as  to  Christ  Himself j 
and  Naclantus  stated  that  “ We  must  acknowledge  that 
the  faithful  in  the  Church  do  not  only  worship  before  the  j 
image  ....  but  they  do  worship  the  image  itself  without  | 
any  conceivable  scruple  whatever.  Nay,  they  must  , 
worship  the  image  with  the  worship  of  right  due  to  the 
prototype  or  original  being.  So  that,  if  the  original  being 
is  to  be  worshipped  with  latria,  I he  image  must  also  be 
adored  with  the  same  latria.”  Cardinal  Cajetan,  the  j 
opponent  of  Luther,  states  that  **  The  representations 
of  God  and  of  Christ  and  of  angels  and  saints  are  not 
only  painted  that  they  may  be  shewed  as  the  Cherubims 
were  of  old  in  the  temple,  but  that  they  may  be  adored, 
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as  the  frequent  use  of  the  Church  doth  testify.” 

I Bellarmine,  1542-1621,  in  his  work  “Concerning  Images,” 
j writes  : “ The  Images  of  Christ  and  of  the  Saints  are  to 

be  venerated,  not  only  by  accident  and  improperly,  but 
absolutely  and  by  themselves,  so  that  they  themselves  are 
the  end  of  the  veneration.”  Azorius  the  Jesuit  wrote  : 
“ It  is  the  constant  judgment  of  Divines  that  the  Image  is 
to  be  honoured  and  worshipped  with  the  same  honour 
and  worship  wherewith  that  is  worshipped  whereof  it  is 
an  Image.”  He  quotes  a long  list  of  Divines  whose 
teaching  agrees  with  his  own.  Jacobus  de  Graffis, 
commenting  on  the  first  Commandment,  says : “ We 

should  reverence  every  Image  with  the  same  worship 
that  we  do  him  whose  Image  it  is.  That  is 
Roman  to  say,  that  we  impart  Latria  (or  divine 

Catholics  worship)  to  the  Image  of  God,  or  of 

must  worship  Christ,  or  to  the  sign  of  the  Cross  ....  and 
Images  as  that  we  use  the  adoration  of  Hyperdulia  at 
they  worship  the  Image  of  the  holy  Virgin,  but  of  Dulia 
God.  at  the  Images  of  the  other  Saints.”  These 

men  are  representatives  of  the  most  learned 
teachers  of  Rome,  and  their  statements  are  clear  and 
definite  that  images  and  the  cross  are  to  be  worshipped 
with  the  same  kind  of  worship  that  is  given  to  those  they 
represent,  so  that  if  today  there  are  Roman  Catholics 
! who  do  not  really  worship  the  images  and  the  cross,  they 
are  not  following  the  teaching  of  their  authorized  guides ; 

I they  are  not  loyal  members  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

Emboldened  by  the  clear  statements  of  leading 
j theologians  the  bishops  assembled  at  the  Council  of  Trent, 
in  spite  of  many  protests  from  some  present,  finally  and 
' irrevocably  decreed  the  worship  of  images  as  part  of  the 
religious  system  of  the  Roman  Church.  A Catechism  was 
issued  at  the  orders  of  the  Council  in  which  the  parish 
priest  was  instructed  to  declare  to  his  parishioners,  “ that 
it  is  lawful  to  have  images  in  the  Church,  and  to  give 
honour  and  worship  unto  them.”  In  another  old  Roman 
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Catechism  prepared  by  Laurence  Vaux  we  find  the 
following  question  and  answer : 

Q.  Who  breaketh  the  first  Commandment  of  God 
by  irreverence  of  God  ? 

A.  They  who  do  not  give  due  reverence  to  God, 
and  His  Saints,  or  to  their  Relics  and  Images. 

Another  Catechism  called  “ Christian  Doctrine,”  pub- 
lished in  France,  about  1840,  contains  the  following : 

Q.  Ought  we  to  pay  any  adoration  at  all  to  the 
image  of  Christ,  or  the  Virgin,  or  the  saints  ? 

A.  Considered  as  the  representative  of  a Holy 
Being,  we  ought  to  adore  them  with  the  same  kind 
of  adoration  with  which  we  adore  the  Holy  Being  whom 
they  represent. 

It  cannot  truly  be  denied  that  the  Roman  Church 
encourages  the  veneration  and  devotion  paid  to  images. 
The  Bull  Auctorem  Fidei,  issued  by  Pope  Pius  VI  in  1794, 
condemned  those  who  had  objected  to  such  veneration, 
and  said  that  such  an  objection  was  “rash,  pernicious, 
injurious  to  the  pious  and  wonted  custom  of  the  Church, 
and  to  the  providential  order  of  God.”  We  are  well 
aware  that  the  Roman  Church  now  makes  a difference 
between  absolute  worship  which  is  paid  to  God,  and  the 
relative  worship  which  is  paid  to  the  images  of  our  Lord 
and  the  saints,  but  among  the  illiterate  Roman  Catholics 
of  the  Panjab  the  worship  paid  to  our  Lord  and  to  His 
image  is  the  same  in  practice. 

As  we  see  images  of  Mary  and  the  saints  set  up  in 
churches,  and  observe  how  the  people  worship  them,  we 
understand  why  the  priests  have  omitted  the  second 
Commandment  from  the  list  of  the  Ten  Commandments 
in  their  books.  God  said  through  Moses  “ Thou  shalt 
not  make  to  thyself  any  graven  image  ....  thou  shalt  not 
bow  down  to  them  nor  worship  them.”  The  Roman 
Church  and  the  popes  have  ordered  images  to  be  made 
and  put  up  in  their  churches,  and  the  people  are  taught 
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to  prostrate  themselves  before  them.  The  priests  not  only 
break  God’s  commandment  themselves,  but  teach  their 
people,  who  are  ignorant  of  the  Scriptures,  to  do  the 
same.  They  are  indeed  blind  leaders  of  the  blind,  and 
both  have  fallen  into  the  pit  of  idolatry. 

In  books  of  devotion  we  find  legends  galore 

about  images ; we  are  told  that  they  work  miracles, 

shed  tears,  open  and  shut  their  eyes,  and  drip  blood. 
We  find  similar  tales  and  fables  about  the  images 
of  Greece  and  Rome ; we  find  them  today  repeated 

by  the  priests  of  Hinduism  in  India,  but  only  the 

credulous  and  sentimental  are  deceived  by  them.  Rome 
panders  to  credulity,  and  by  her  official  decrees,  in  her 
public  worship,  her  liturgies  and  service  books,  encourages 
this  idolatrous  worship  of  images.  Miraculous  images 
may  be  seen  in  the  churches  of  Our  Lady 
Miraculous  of  Victories  at  Paris,  Our  Lady  of  Good 
Images.  Counsel  at  Genazzano,  Our  Lady  of 

Guadaloupe  in  Mexico.  “Mary’s  Atlas,” 
a book  dedicated  to  the  Empress  of  Austria,  contains  a 
description  “ of  all  her  miraculous  images  worshipped  in 
every  part  of  the  world.”  The  work  is  in  six  volumes, 
and  may  be  seen  in  the  British  Museum. 

It  is  the  proud  boast  of  the  Church  of  Rome  that  her 
doctrine  and  teaching  always  has  been,  is,  and  always 
will  be  the  same,  that  her  priests  speak  with  one  voice, 
that  there  is  no  variation  in  what  they  teach.  Yet  in  this 
matter  of  image  worship  we  find  that 

(1)  some  deny  that  religious  worship  is  offered  to 
images. 

(2)  others  profess  that  religious  worship  is  paid,  and 
must  be  paid  to  them  by  every  Roman  Catholic. 

(3)  others  say  that  only  a secondary  veneration  is 
given  to  images,  while 

(4)  others  affirm  that  the  highest  worship  of  Latria 
must  be  given. 
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Here  are  remarkable  contradictions  from  those  who 
profess  to  be  the  infallible  guides  of  the  laity  in  all  matters 
of  religion.  Let  us  see  what  the  Roman  Bishop  Baine 
says.  In  1826  he  wrote  : “ Anathema  to  the  man  who 

worships  an  image  as  God,  or  gives  it  divine  honours, 
or  prays  to  it.  The  Catholic  neither  adores  nor  serves 
the  images,  crosses,  or  pictures.”  Does  Bishop  Baine 
claim  to  be  a greater  authority  in  the  Church  of  Rome 
than  Thomas  Aquinas  or  Cardinals  Bonaventure  and 
Bellarmine  ? 


CHAPTER  XXV 


THE  VENERATION,  ADORATION  AND 
WORSHIP  OF  RELICS 

Fragments  of  the  bones,  skin,  hair,  or  clothes,  sup- 
posed to  be  the  remains  of  saints  and  martyrs  of  the  past, 
are  treated  with  the  utmost  veneration  by  Roman  Catho- 
lics, and  in  this  they  are  only  obeying  the  XXIV 
Decree  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  which  reads  as  follows: 
“ The  bodies  of  the  holy  martyrs  . . . are  to  be  reverenced 
by  the  faithful,  as  by  them  many  benefits  are  bestowed  by 
God  on  men ; so  that  they  who  affirm  that  reverence  and 
honour  are  not  due  to  the  relices  of  the  saints  ....  are 
wholly  to  be  condemned,  and  this  Council  now  condemns 
them.” 

Protestants  treat  with  reverence  the  remains  of  de- 
parted saints  and  martyrs,  but  they  refuse  to  be  deluded 
by  the  innumerable  and  spurious  remains, 
Superstitious  such  as  pieces  of  the  cross  of  our  Lord,  His 
Reverence  of  tunic,  bread  which  He  left  at  a meal,  the 
Relics.  veil  of  the  blessed  Virgin  Mary,  bones  of 

the  Apostles,  etc.,  etc.,  which  are  treasured 
by  Romanists,  and  treated  with  such  veneration  that  it 
amounts  to  worship.  It  seems  inconceivable  that  any  edu- 
cated Christian  could  believe  such  utter  folly  as  that  a piece 
of  bone  or  the  hair  of  a saint  could  benefit  him  in  any 
way,  but  many  do  believe  such  foolishness,  and  are  willing 
to  pay  high  prices  for  such  relics,  though  very  few  of 
them  are  really  genuine.  That  God  works  miracles 
through  them  we  decline  to  believe,  although  the 
Council  of  Trent  asserts  that  “ by  them  many  benefits  are 
bestowed  by  God  on  men.”  The  Church  of  England  in  her 
Article  XXII  denounces  the  superstitious  reverence  paid 
to  relics,  and  plainly  states  that  “ it  is  grounded  upon  no 
warranty  of  Scripture,”  it  is  “a  fond  thing  vainly  invent- 
ed, and  repugnant  to  the  Word  of  God.” 
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It  is  certainly  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  Early 
Church.  In  the  early  ages  of  the  Church,  when  many 
•Christians  suffered  martyrdom  for  their  faith,  it  was  nat- 
ural to  show  every  mark  of  respect  to  their  dead  bodies, 
and  to  honour  their  memory.  They  were  buried  with  the 
reverence  due  to  them,  and  frequently  religious  services 
were  held  at  the  places  where  the  martyrs  were  buried. 
During  the  first  three  centuries  we  can  find  no  evidence 
that  the  departed  saints  and  martyrs  were  ever  prayed  to, 
or  that  their  remains  or  relics  were  ever  treated  with  more 
than  due  respect. 

But  in  the  fourth  century,  when  the  Church  was  re- 
cognized by  the  State,  a vast  number  of  pagans  were  ad- 
mitted to  its  fellowship  without  proper  instruction  and 
testing;  many  pagan  customs,  too,  were  admitted  into 
the  system  of  the  Church,  and  we  find  that  the  relics  of 
those  who  had  suffered  for  their  faith,  their  bones,  hair, 
garments,  etc.,  were  treated  with  superstitious  reverence, 
some  mysterious  power  was  supposed  to  be  inherent  in 
them,  and  they  were  treated  as  charms  to  ward  off  evil. 
Augustine  in  Africa,  and  Vigilantius  in  Spain,  loudly  de- 
nounced this  superstitious  reverence,  and  spoke  of  it  as  a 
new  corruption  then  first  appearing  in  the  Church.  Aug- 
ustine pointed  out  that  the  grave  of  Moses  was  hidden  by 
God  from  all  men,  lest  it  being  known  where  his  body  was 
laid,  people  might  come  and  adore  it. 

The  Emperor  Theodosius  I,  in  386,  found  so  much 
imposture  connected  with  Relics,  that  he  forbade  all  traffic 
in  them,  and  gave  orders  that  bodies  of  the 
Relic  worship  saints  should  not  be  transported  from  one 
introduced  place  to  another.  As  superstition  gained 
into  the  ground,  in  spite  of  many  protests,  the 

Church.  monks  began  to  carry  about  relics,  and 

loudly  proclaiming  their  value  as  guardians 
against  every  kind  of  evil,  easily  passed  them  on  to  the  cre- 
dulous at  no  small  pecuniary  advantage  to  themselves 
With  this  recommendation  from  monks  and  clergy,  relics 
of  saints  soon  came  to  be  considered  as  the  very  best 
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preservatives  against  every  possible  form  of  spiritual  or 
physical  danger. 

When  the  second  Council  of  Nicaea,  787,  sanctioned 
the  worshipping  of  images  of  the  saints,  the  worship  of 
their  relics  also  naturally  followed,  and  was  soon  pro- 
claimed everywhere  as  a Christian  duty.  Every  one 
thought  it  necessary  to  possess  some  relic,  and  when  the 
catacombs  of  Rome,  the  ancient  burial  place  of  the  Christ- 
ians, were  opened,  there  was  found  a sufficient  supply  of 
relics  for  the  whole  Christian  world,  and  the  clergy  found 
it  most  profitable  to  encourage  this  new  superstition. 

Ignorance  and  superstition  are  encouraged  by  the 
priests  of  Rome,  for  on  these  depends  the  large  income 
that  is  raised  through  the  exposition  and 
Spurious  sale  of  spurious  relics.  Among  the  number- 
Relics.  less  counterfeit  relics  which  may  be  seen  in 

many  churches  are  the  following : the 
winding  sheet  which  was  used  for  the  body  of  Christ ; the 
seamless  robe  which  Christ  wore  ; gold  presented  to  Him 
by  the  Magi ; pieces  of  the  manger  in  which  He  was  laid  ; 
many  fragments  of  His  cross  ; waterpots  from  Cana  ; two 
stones  which  Satan  told  Christ  to  change  into  bread  ; two 
of  St.  Peter’s  teeth ; manna  from  the  wilderness ; the  tail 
of  Balaam’s  ass.  Of  John  the  Baptist  there  are  several 
heads,  all  of  which  are  claimed  to  be  genuine,  and  many 
of  his  arms  and  legs.  When  it  is  objected  that  originally 
he  only  had  one  head,  two  arms  and  two  legs,  we  are  met 
with  the  ingenious  reply  that  God  has  multiplied  them  in 
order  to  increase  the  devotion  of  His  people.  The  original 
seamless  coat  of  our  Lord  is  claimed  to  be  in  the  cathedral 
at  Treves,  and  this  was  vouched  for  by  Pope  Leo  X in 
1514.  Another  seamless  coat  is  at  Argenteuil,  and  this 
was  vouched  for  by  Pope  Gregory  XVI,  and  the  custodians 
of  one  vehemently  deny  the  genuineness  of  the  rival  relic. 
Which  of  these  two  coats  is  to  be  considered  the  genuine 
one  ? They  are  both  guaranteed  by  popes  who  are  infall- 
ible. Bulls  of  Alexander  III  and  Sixtus  V assert  that  the 
entire  body  of  St.  Bartholemew  is  in  Rome,  and  this  is 
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endorsed  by  the  Roman  Breviary  and  Martyrology.  But 
Bulls  of  Leo  IX,  Stephen  IX,  Benedict  III,  Clement 
VI,  Boniface  IX,  and  Urban  V state  that  the  body  is  in 
the  Church  of  Benevento.  Three  heads  of  the  same  body 
are  said  to  be,  one  at  Naples,  one  at  Toulouse,  and  one 
was  formerly  at  Reichenau.  Many  other  parts  of  the 
body  are  in  other  churches,  cherished  as  genuine  relics, 
and  vouched  for  by  the  Church  authorities. 

It  is  distressing  to  find  that  even  in  this  enlightened 
age  this  superstitious  reverence  for  relics  is  encouraged  in 
the  Roman  Church.  In  1896,  Pope  Leo  XIII  presented  to 
an  American  lady  who  had  brought  a number  of  people 
on  a pilgrimage  to  Rome  a large  number  of  relics,  among 
which  were  the  veil  of  Mary,  a cloak  of  Joseph,  bones  of 
the  Apostles  Peter,  Paul,  John  and  Andrew,  and  of  other 
saints.  She  also  received  from  other  dignitaries  of  the 
Roman  Church  a piece  of  the  true  cross,  a piece  of  the 
crown  of  thorns  which  had  been  placed  on  the  Lord's 
head,  and  a piece  of  the  winding  sheet  in  which  Christ 
had  been  buried ; certificates  were  given  with  them  guar- 
anteeing that  they  were  genuine  ! 

In  the  Service  Books  used  in  the  Church  of  Rome  we 
find  many  examples  of  worship  paid  to  the  Cross.  For 
example,  the  Roman  Missal  contains  a service  for  “ The 
adoration  of  the  Cross,”  prescribed  for  every  Good  Friday. 
In  this  service  we  read  that  the  priest,  “ having  put  off 
his  shoes,  approaches  to  adore  the  cross,  kneeling  thrice 
before  he  kisses  it.  Then  the  ministers  of  the  altar,  and 
next  the  clergy  and  laity,  two  and  two  kneeling,  thrice 
adore  the  cross.  Meantime,  while  the  adoration  of  the 
cross  is  going  on,  the  choir  are  to  sing  more  or  fewer  an- 
thems.” Here  are  praises  and  prayers  addressed  directly  to 
a cross  of  wood,  and  the  people  are  told  to  adore  it  in  the 
same  way,  and  with  the  same  kind  of  worship  as  they 
adore  God.  True,  some  writers  try  to  excuse  this  gross 
idolatry  by  saying  .that  it  is  addressed  to  the  crucified 
Lord,  but  the  service  in  the  Missal  is  described  as  “ The 
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adoration  of  the  cross,”  and  the  people  are  exhorted  to 
adore  it. 

In  the  Roman  Breviary,  too,  we  find 
Adoration  of  prayers  addressed  to  the  cross.  For  ex- 
the  Cross.  ample : 

“We  adore  Thy  cross,  O Lord,  and 
celebrate  Thy  glorious  passion. 

“ The  noble  trophy  of  the  cross  is  adored  by  all  the 
worshippers  of  Christ  for  ever. 

“O  thou  Cross,  hail  thou,  our  only  hope!  To  the 
pious  do  thou  multiply  grace,  and  for  the  guilty,  blot  out 
their  sins. 

“ O thou  Cross,  ....  do  thou  save  the  present  con- 
gregation assembled  for  thy  praise.” 

In  the  Roman  Pontifical,  published  by  command  of 
Clement  VIII,  1595,  and  again  issued  in  1818,  we  read 
“ That  supreme  divine  worship  (latria)  is  due  to  the  cross.” 
In  the  order  of  service  for  blessing  the  cross  we  read  that 
“ The  bishop  ....  kneeling  before  the  cross,  devoutly 
adores  and  kisses  it,  and  thus  do  all  who  are  so  disposed.” 
The  worship  and  adoration  described  above  is  of  the  high- 
est degree,  namely  that  of  latria,  the  worship  that  is  paid 
to  God.  This  is  endorsed  by  St.  Francis  de  Sales,  who 
taught  that  “ In  so  far  as  the  cross  represents  Christ  cru- 
cified, and  has  been  sprinkled  with  His  blood,  it  is  to  be 
adored  with  the  same  adoration  as  Christ  Himself,  that  is, 
with  latria.” 

The  worship  of  images  and  relics  was  introduced  into 
the  English  Church  in  the  fifteenth  century,  as  the  follow- 
ing extract  shows : Thomas  Arundel,  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury,  in  his  Council  held  at  Oxford,  1408,  issued 
these  instructions:  “From  henceforth  let  it  be  taught 
commonly  and  preached  by  all,  that  the  cross  and  the 
image  of  the  crucifix  and  the  rest  of  the  images  of  the 
saints  and  also  their  relics,  ought  to  be  worshipped  with 
processions,  bendings  of  the  knee,  incensings,  kissings, 
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lightings  of  candles.”  At  the  Reformation  all  such  wor- 
ship was  swept  away  and  abolished  in  the  Church  of 
England,  but  the  Church  of  Rome  still  teaches  her  children 
to  venerate  the  idols  and  relics  she  sets  up  in  the  Church. 

Roman  Catholics  quote  Acts  xix:  11-12  as  proof 
that  God  works  miracles  by  means  of  relics.  In  ancient 
days  Ephesus  was  a noted  centre  for  magic  of  all  kinds, 
and  miracles  of  healing  were  claimed  to  have  been  wrought 
by  magicians.  It  is  possible  that  in  this  case  God  used 
the  garments  of  St.  Paul  as  a means  of  revealing  His  power 
in  that  great  heathen  city,  but  that  particular  instance 
does  not  justify  the  excessive  reverence  that  is  now  given 
to  relics  of  saints,  the  bowing  before  their  images,  and  the 
kissing  of  them,  which  reminds  us  of  the  idolatry  in  the 
Old  Testament — See  Hosea  xii : 2 ; 1 Kings  xii : 32 ; 
1 Kings  xix  : 18. 


CHAPTER  XXVI 
THE  SEVEN  SACRAMENTS 

The  Church  of  England,  in  her  Catechism,  says  that 
Christ  ordained  “ two  Sacraments  only,  as 
Christ  ordain-  generally  necessary  to  salvation,  that  is  to 
edTwo  Sacra-  say,  Baptism  and  the  Supper  of  our  Lord.” 
ments  only.  The  Church  of  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon 
also  states  that  “ We  receive  the  Sacraments 
of  Baptism  and  the  Supper  of  our  Lord,  as  our  Saviour 
commanded,  and  as  the  Apostles  expounded  them.  ” 

Not  content  with  the  two  Sacraments  ordained  by 
Christ  Himself,  which  are  thankfully  received  and  rever- 
ently used  by  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  through- 
out the  world,  the  Roman  branch  of  the  Church  has  de- 
creed five  other  Sacraments,  which  she  erroneously  states 
were  also  ordained  by  Christ.  The  decree  of  the  Council 
of  Trent  is  as  follows  : “ Whosoever  shall  say  that  the 

Sacraments  of  the  New  Law  were  not  all  instituted  by 
Jesus  Christ  our  Lord,  or  that  they  are  more  or  less  in 
number  than  seven  ; that  is  to  say,  baptism,  confirmation, 
the  Lord’s  supper,  penance,  extreme  unction,  orders  alid 
matrimony  ; or  that  any  one  of  these  seven  is  not  truly  and 
properly  a Sacrament  ; let  him  be  accursed-  ” The  Creed 
of  Pope  Pius  IV  makes  the  following  declaration  : “I  also 
profess,  that  there  are  truly  and  properly  Seven  Sacra- 
ments of  the  new  law  instituted  by  Jesus  Christ,  and 
necessary  for  the  salvation  of  mankind,  though  not  all  for 
every  one  ....  they  confer  grace,  and  of  these  Baptism, 
Confirmation,  and  Orders,  cannot  be  repeated  without 
sacrilege.  ” 

Up  to  the  fifteenth  century  the  Church  had  been  satis- 
fied with  the  two  Sacraments  which  Christ 
Rome  has  ordained,  that  is,  Baptism  and  the  Lord’s 
decreed  Seven  Supper,  but  in  A.  D.  1439  the  Church  of 
Sacraments.  Rome,  at  its  Council  of  Florence,  enjoined 
that  Christians  should  observe  seven  Sacra- 
ments ; the  Council  of  Trent  endorsed  this,  and  anathema- 
tized all  those  who  thought  otherwise. 
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The  Roman  Cardinal  Bessarion,  Bishop  of  Tusculum, 
wrote  : “These  only  two  Sacraments  we  read  to  be 
■delivered  to  us  plainly  in  the  Gospels.  ” The  Cardinal 
agreed  with  the  Fathers  of  the  Early  Church  in  this,  for 
Augustine,  speaking  of  Baptism  and  the  Holy  Communion, 
says  : “ These  be  the  two  Sacraments  of  the  Church.”  Ter- 
tullian,  Irenaeus,  Justin  Martyr,  Ambrose,  Cyril  of  Alex- 
andria and  other  Fathers  speak  only  of  two  Sacraments, 
never  of  seven. 

Concerning  “ those  five,  commonly  called  Sacraments, 
that  is  to  say,  confirmation,  penance,  orders,  matrimony, 
and  extreme  unction,”  the  Church  of  England  states  in 
her  Article  XXV  that  “they  are  not  to  be  counted  for 
Sacraments  of  the  Gospel,  being  such  as  have  grown,  part- 
ly of  the  corrupt  following  of  the  apostles,  partly  are  states 
of  life  allowed  in  the  Scriptures  ; but  yet  have  not  the  like 
nature  of  Sacraments  with  Baptism  and  the  Lord's  Supper, 
for  that  they  have  not  any  visible  sign  or  ceremony  ordain- 
ed of  God.”  As  loyal  members  of  the  Catholic  Church 
we  receive  the  two  Sacraments  of  Baptism  and  Holy  Com- 
munion, but  the  other  five  we  do  not  receive  as  Sacra- 
ments, as  they  were  not  ordained  by  Christ  as  such.  We 
will  notice  these  seven  so-called  Sacraments  in  the  order  in 
which  they  stand  in  the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Trent. 

1.  Baptism.  This  Sacrament  was  ordained  by 
Christ  (Matt,  xxviii-19),  and  by  its  means 
Roman  on  the  day  of  Pentecost  the  Apostles  ad- 

Priests  mitted  3,000  believers  into  the  Church, 

commit  Since  that  day  the  Sacrament  of  Baptism 
Sacrilege  by  has  been  used  to  admit  believers  into  the 
rebaptising  Body  of  Christ,  which  is  His  Church, 
converts.  The  Creed  of  Pius  IV  states  that  this  is 

one  of  the  three  Sacraments  which  “ cannot 
be  reiterated  without  sacrilege,”  yet  this  statement  is  de- 
liberately ignored  by  the  Roman  priests  working  today 
in  the  Panjab.  Without  exception  they  do  their  utmost 
to  persuade  converts  to  submit  to  rebaptism.  They 
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refuse  to  marry  a Protestant  boy  to  a Roman  Catholic 
girl  unless  he  allows  the  Father  to  rebaptise  him.  We 
could  give  scores  of  instances  of  this  in  the  rural  dis- 
tricts of  the  Punjab.  Even  when  certificates  of  baptism 
have  been  produced,  and  letters  from  missionaries  have 
been  sent,  even  when  evangelists  have  accompanied 
the  bridegroom  to  assure  the  priest  that  he  has  been 
rightly  and  validly  baptised,  still  the  Father  insists  on 
rebaptising  him,  and  not  until  this  has  been  submitted  to 
has  the  marriage  service  been  performed.  We  have  over- 
come this  difficulty  in  this  district  by  sending  a pastor  with 
the  wedding  party,  and  when  the  priest  refuses  to  perform 
the  wedding  unless  the  bridegroom  is  rebaptized,  the  pastor 
quietly  intervenes  and  says  he  will  perform  the  marriage, 
and  the  priest  has  to  retire  discomfited.  When  the  rule  of 
his  own  Church  is  pointed  out  to  the  Father,  he  evades 
the  difficulty  by  saying  that  he  does  not  rebaptise, 
but  only  gives  “conditional”  baptism.  It  is  a futile  ex- 
cuse, but  by  its  means  the  priest  makes  a number  of  unwill- 
ing converts  every  year  during  the  season  of  marriages. 
We  could  relate  many  stories  of  how  the  priests  have  pros- 
tituted this  Holy  Sacrament  and  committed  sacrilege  by 
forcing  candidates  to  submit  to  rebaptism  in  order  to  gain 
possession  of  a wife,  but  refrain. 

2.  Confirmation.  The  Church  of  Rome  affirms 
that  this  rite  was  ordained  by  Christ,  and  anathematizes 
all  those  who  think  differently.  Will  any  priest  kindly 
give  us  the  Scripture  reference  for  the  institution  of 
Confirmation  by  Christ  ? We  have  not  been  able  to 
discover  it  for  ourselves  in  the  New  Testament. 

Alexander  of  Hales  wrote  : “The  sacrament  of  Con- 
firmation was  not  ordained  by  Christ  or  His  Apostles  ; but 
afterwards  was  ordained  in  the  Council  of  Melda” — Hales 
Quart.  24,  Memb.  1).  Fr.  Bruno,  however,  on  page  98  of 
“ Catholic  Belief,”  states  that  “ Confirmation  is  a sacrament 
instituted  by  our  Lord,  ” but  refrains  from  saying  when 
this  took  place.  Neither  he  nor  any  other  Romanist  can 
tell  us  when,  though  several  have  hazarded  guesses. 
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As  a rite  instituted  by  the  Apostles — (Acts  viii:  15-17), 
and  practised  in  the  Primitive  Church,  we 
Rome  con-  thankfully  receive  it,  but  we  refuse  to  pre- 
firms children  sent  children  of  seven  years  of  age  for  such 
of  seven  a solemn  service.  The  Roman  Church  con- 

years.  firms  its  children  at  seven  years  of  age.  How 

can  children  of  such  tender  years  possibly 
understand  the  seriousness  of  what  they  are  doing  ? The 
Church  of  India  insists  that  candidates  for  Confirmation 
must  be  of  years  of  discretion  ; that  they  must  be  well  in- 
structed in  the  Catechism  and  truths  of  the  Christian  reli- 
gion ; and  only  then  may  they  be  presented  to  the  Bishop 
for  Confirmation. 

3.  The  Lord’s  Supper*  In  Chapters  17,  18,  and 
19  we  have  already  written  about  this  Sacrament,  so  will 
not  write  more  here,  except  to  emphasize  that  the  Lord's 
Supper  is  a Sacrament,  and  not  a Sacrifice. 

4.  Penance  and  Auricular  Confession.  The 

Council  of  Trent  in  its  14th  session  affirmed  that  Christ 
ordained  this  Sacrament,  that  by  its  means  sins  committed 
after  baptism  might  be  forgiven.  The  Sacrament  consists 
of  two  parts  ; one,  the  act  of  the  penitent,  which  consists 
of  contrition,  confession,  and  satisfaction ; two,  the  act  of 
the  priest,  who  absolves  the  penitent.  The  Council 
anathematized  all  who  would  not  accept  its  ruling  in  this 
matter. 

If  we  ask  : “ When  and  where  did  Christ  appoint  this 
sacrament  ? ” we  are  referred  to  1 John  i : 9,  where  the  word 
“confess”  is  translated  “ do  penance  ” in  the  Roman  Bible, 
and  also  to  Acts  xix  : 18.  In  neither  of  these  passages  of 
Scripture  is  there  anyr  eference  to  Christ  appointing  the 
Sacrament  of  Penance,  nor  is  there  any  allusion  to  private 
confession  to  a priest.  1 John  i : 9 tells  us  to  confess  our 
sins  to  God,  Who  will  then  forgive,  and  Acts  xix : 18  refers 
to  confession  made  publicly  to  the  whole  congregation.  St. 
Matt,  iii : 6 is  also  alleged  to  teach  confession  to  a priest, 
but  it  does  nothing  of  the  sort ; it  simply  records  that  the 
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people  confessed  their  sins  and  were  baptized.  In  James 
v : 16  the  confession  has  to  be  mutual ; we  are  to  confess 
our  faults  one  to  another. 


In  the  Early  Church  the  public  confession  of  sins 
before  the  Church  and  the  absolution  granted  was  not 
considered  to  be  a Sacrament ; it  was  part 
Compulsory  of  the  disciplinary  system  of  the  Church. 
Confession  For  all  notorious  offences  public  confession 
contrary  to  had  to  be  made  before  the  congregation, 
Teaching  of  but  after  the  Decian  persecution,  specially 
Fathers.  qualified  clergy  were  appointed  to  hear  the 

confessions  of  those  who  had  lapsed.  Nect- 
arius,  Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  stopped  the  practice 
which  had  gradually  grown  up  of  private  confession  to  a 
priest,  as  one  of  his  clergy  had  prostituted  a young  woman 
who  had  gone  to  him  for  confession,  and  permission  was 
given  to  all  to  receive  Holy  Communion  upon  the  private 
examination  of  his  own  conscience,  according  to  the 
teaching  of  1 Cor.  xi : 28.  This  course  of  action  was  ap- 
proved by  all  the  bishops  in  the  East,  and  especially  by 
his  successor  Chrysostom,  who  preached  several  sermons 
about  Confession,  from  which  the  following  extracts  are 
given : “ I will  thee  not  to  confess  thy  sins  unto  a priest, 
that  is,  to  thy  fellow-servant.  Confess  them  unto  God, 
that  He  may  heal  them.  Let  God  only  see  thee  making 
thy  confession — (Chrysos.  on  Ps.  50,  Horn.  2).  It  is  not 
necessary  that  thou  shouldest  confess  in  the  presence  of 
witnesses ; let  the  enquiry  of  thy  offences  be  made  in  thy 
thoughts;  let  this  judgment  be  without  a witness;  let  God 
only  hear  thee  confessing.  I do  not  bring  thee  into  the 
theatre  of  thy  fellow-servants,  neither  do  I constrain  thee 
to  discover  thy  sins  unto  men.” 


In  the  West,  Leo  I stopped  public  confession  in  the 
churches,  and  ordered  the  offenders  to  make  their  confes- 
sion privately  to  a priest.  This  form  of  confession  found 
favour  with  those  who  disliked  the  disgrace  of  making  a 
public  confession  of  their  short-comings  and  sins.  This 
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private  confession  was  not  considered  to  be  a sacrament ; 
it  was  ordered  to  avoid  the  shame  and  scandal  which 
sometimes  occurred  through  public  confessions. 

When  Roman  Catholics  assert  that  this  sacrament  was 
ordained  by  Christ,  they  are  unable  to  prove  their  assert- 
ion by  any  passage  of  Scripture,  and  they  contradict  the 
statements  of  some  of  the  Canonists  and  theologians  of 
their  own  Church.  Panormitane,  the  great  Canonist, 
writes  : “ There  is  not  any  clear  authority  which  sheweth 

that  God  or  Christ  did  clearly  ordain  that  Confession 
should  be  made  unto  a priest.  All  the  Canonists,  follow- 
ing their  first  Interpreter,  say  that  Confession  was  brought 
in  only  by  the  law  of  the  Church ; not  by  any  divine  pre- 
cept”— (Panorm.  in  5 Decretal.  Cap.  12).  Gratian,  com- 
menting on  the  two  systems  of  Confession,  i.e.,  public  and 
private,  writes : “ Upon  what  authorities,  and  upon  what 
strength  of  reasons  both  these  opinions  are  grounded  I 
have  briefly  laid  open.  But  to  which  of  them  we  should 
rather  cleave  to,  is  reserved  to  the  judgment  of  the  reader. 
For  both  of  them  have  for  their  advocates  both  wise  and 
religious  men.”  Michael  of  Bononia,  Prior  General  of  the 
Carmelites  in  the  time  of  Urban  VI,  commenting  on 
Psalm  XXIX  writes:  “Confession  is  not  necessary  for  the 
obtaining  of  the  pardon  of  our  sin.”  Lawrence,  Bishop  of 
Navaria,  in  his  Homily  concerning  Repentance,  writes: 
“God,  after  baptism  hath  appointed  the  remedy  within 
thyself.  He  hath  put  remission  in  thine  own  power,  that 
thou  needest  not  seek  a priest  when  thy  necessity 
requireth.” 

We  find,  too,  that  instead  of  teaching  auricular  confes- 
sion to  a priest,  the  Fathers  taught  that  men  should  confess 
their  sins  directly  to  God,  and  not  to  men. 
Chrysostom  has  already  been  quoted  on 
this  point.  Augustine  exclaims : “ What 

have  I to  do  with  men,  that  they  should 
hear  my  confessions,  as  though  they  should 
heal  all  my  diseases?” — (Aug.  Confess,  lib.  x,  Cap.  3); 
and  Basil,  commenting  on  Psalm  xxxviii : 8,  writes : “Ido 


Sinners 
should 
confess  to 
God. 


not  confess  with  my  lips,  that  I may  manifest  myself 
unto  many,  but  inwardly  in  my  very  heart . shutting 
my  eyes,  to  Thee  alone  Who  seest  in  secret,  do  I shew  my 
groans.”  Clearly  these  Fathers  did  not  think  that  remis- 
sion of  sins  was  tied  to  external  confession,  but  that  in- 
ward contrition  and  confession  made  to  God  alone  was 
sufficient.  Erasmus,  the  great  scholar  of  the  sixteenth  cen- 
tury, writes : “ It  appeareth  that  in  the  time  of  St. 

Jerome  (which  was  400  years  after  Christ),  secret  confes- 
sion of  sins  was  not  ordained.” 

But  today  the  Rev.  J.  M.  Baulez,  a Roman  priest, 
writes:  “The  doctrine  of  the  Catholic  Church  is  that  the 
guilt  and  everlasting  punishment  due  to  sin  can  be  for- 
given only  by  means  of  the  Sacraments  of  Baptism  and 
Penance.”  His  statement  agrees  neither  with  the  teaching 
of  the  Fathers  of  the  Catholic  Church,  nor  with  its  early 
practice,  nor  does  it  agree  with  the  teaching  of  the  early 
schoolmen  and  theologians  of  his  own  Church,  who 
taught  that  the  grace  of  God  is  not  tied  to  the  Sacraments. 
The  Council  of  Calaillon,  held  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the 
Great,  describes  the  custom  of  the  Church  at  that  time 
in  the  following  words : “ It  remains  still  a question, 

whether  men  should  confess  to  God  or  to  the  priest  also. 
Some  say  that  they  ought  to  confess  their  sins  only  to  God, 
and  some  think  they  are  to  be  confessed  unto  the  priest : 
both  of  which,  not  without  great  fruit,  is  practised  within 
the  holy  Church.” 

The  Council  of  Trent,  however,  decreed  that  every 
one  must  confess  privately  to  a priest  before  receiving  Holy 
Communion,  and  anathematized  all  those 
Rome  com-  who  taught  differently.  It  is  this  compelling 

pels  men  to  of  men  to  confess  to  a priest  to  which  we 

confess  to  a so  strongly  object.  In  the  Service  Books  of 
Priest.  the  Church  of  England  and  of  India  there 

are  many  exhortations  to  confess  sins,  and 
no  kind  of  confession,  public  or  private  is  disallowed ; but 
compulsory  Sacramental  Confession  is  most  certainly  not 
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taught  as  being  necessary  for  salvation.  The  great  diff- 
erence between  the  Church  of  England  and  the  Church 
of  Rome  in  this  matter  of  confession  is  that  the  Church  of 
England  allows  and  permits  it ; she  does  not  order  it,  or 
compel  her  members  to  confess ; in  the  Church  of  Rome  it 
is  compulsory. 

The  attitude  of  the  Church  of  England  regarding 
Confession  may  be  found  in  the  Exhortation  in  the  Service 
of  Holy  Communion,  which  reads  as  fol- 
The  Church  lows:  “Because  it  is  requisite  that  no  man 
of  England  should  come  to  the  holy  Communion  but 
and  Confes-  with  a full  trust  in  God’s  mercy  and  with  a 
sion.  quiet  conscience  ; therefore  if  there  be  any 

of  you  who  ....  cannot  quiet  his  own  con- 
science, but  requireth  further  comfort  or  counsel,  let  him 
come  to  ...  . some  discreet  and  learned  Minister  of  God’s 
Word  and  open  his  grief ; that  by  the  ministry  of  God's 
holy  Word  he  may  receive  the  benefit  of  absolution,  to- 
gether with  ghostly  counsel  and  advice,  to  the  quieting  of 
his  conscience,  and  avoiding  of  all  scruple  and  doubtful- 
ness.” 


In  the  Roman  Church  every  individual  is  instructed 
to  confess  to  a priest  once  a month ; he  must  confess  at 
least  once  a year ; if  he  delays  longer  he  commits  a mortal 
sin.  The  confessional  box  is  a court,  in  which  the 
priests  are  judges ; to  them  the  penitent  must  confess  his 
sins  in  detail ; in  his  confession  he  must  show  contrition,  or 
at  least  attrition ; only  then  will  the  priest  grant  him  ab- 
solution, without  which  forgiveness  cannot  be  obtained. 
Attrition  is  the  lowest  form  of  repentance,  and  means  that 
a man  only  forsakes  his  sin  because  he  fears  the  punish- 
ment of  God : not  that  he  is  sorry  that  he  has  grieved 
God,  or  intends  to  lead  a new  life.  Contrition  means 
that  he  is  sorry  for  his  sin,  and  resolves  to  reform  his  life. 
With  the  absolution  the  priest  will  appoint  some  form  of 
punishment,  and  that  Penance  may  or  may  not  obtain  for 
the  penitent  an  indulgence  which  will  release  him  from 
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further  punishment  in  Purgatory.  According  to  the 
teaching  of  Rome  a man  who  has  lived  a wicked  life  may 
be  forgiven  by  the  priest  if  he  confesses  his  sins  and  shows 
attrition ; but  contrition,  however  sincere  it  may  be,  if 
there  is  no  confession  to  a priest,  and  therefore  no  absolu- 
tion, is  of  no  avail. 

The  Roman  Archbishop  Katschthaler  writes  that 
“ the  word  of  the  priest  brings  about  forgiveness  of  sins 
....  God  has  conveyed,  as  it  were,  for  the  time  being 
to  His  representative  on  earth  His  full  power  to  attain  this 
end  ....  the  insatiable  flames  prepared  in  Hell  for  these 
sinners  are  extinguished.”  In  the  Roman  Church  forgive- 
ness of  sins,  except  in  extraordinary  cases,  can  only  be 
received  through  the  absolution  of  the  priest.  God  has 
restricted  His  power  to  forgive  to  the  Sacrament  of 
Penance.  Jerome  thought  differently,  for  commenting  on 
Matt.  16,  he  writes:  “ It  is  not  the  sentence  or  absolution 
of  the  priest,  but  the  life  of  the  penitent,  that  is  accepted 
before  God.” 

The  whole  purpose  of  this  so-called  sacrament  is  to 
exalt  the  priesthood ; to  make  the  priest  indispensable  for 
salvation  ; and  to  extend  his  authority  over  each  individual. 
It  seeks  to  invest  the  priest  with  the  prerogative  of  God, 
who  alone  searches  the  heart  and  is  a discerner  of  the 
thoughts  of  man. 

Nowhere  in  the  Gospels  does  our  Lord  tell  us  to  con- 
fess to  a priest ; He  does  tell  us  to  confess  to  God,  and  to 
ask  forgiveness  of  Him.  Nowhere  in  the 
Confession  in  Acts  do  we  find  any  example  of  private 
Primitive  confession  to  a priest,  but  we  do  find  public 
Church  was  confession  before  the  congregation — (Acts 
Voluntary.  xix:  18),  and  that  was  the  custom  in  the 
Early  Church.  At  baptism  no  other  con- 
fession of  sins  was  required  than  the  general  renunciation 
of  the  devil  and  all  his  works.  The  confessions  of  primi- 
tive Christians  were  all  voluntary,  and  not  imposed  on 
them  by  any  law  of  the  Church.  As  late  as  A.  D.  813 
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it  was  still  a matter  of  dispute  whether  there  was  need  to 
confess  to  a priest  at  all,  as  appears  from  the  33rd  canon 
of  the  Council  of  Cabaillon.  Private  confession  to  a priest 
was  not  compulsory  until  Pope  Innocent  III,  1215,  de- 
parted from  the  Catholic  rule  and  enforced  it  as  the  rule 
of  the  Roman  Church. 

In  the  Roman  “ Confiteor  ” or  Confession  the  peni- 
tent has  to  say  the  following  to  the  priest:  “Bless  me, 
Father,  for  I have  sinned.  I confess  to  Almighty  God,  to 
Blessed  Mary  ever  Virgin,  to  Blessed  Michael  the 
Archangel,  to  Blessed  John  the  Baptist,  to  the  Holy  Apost- 
les Peter  and  Paul,  to  all  the  Saints,  and  to  you,  my  spiri- 
tual Father,  that  I have  sinned  exceedingly.’'  We  would 
ask:  “Why,  when  we  are  confessing  our  sins  to  God  our 
Father,  have  we  also  to  confess  to  the  Virgin  Mary,  John, 
Peter,  Paul,  and  all  the  Saints?  What  have  they  to  do  in 
the  matter?  Cannot  God  forgive  us  without  their  help? 
Have  they,  too,  become  equal  with  God  that  we  take  their 
names  with  the  name  of  God  Almighty,  and  confess  our 
sins  to  them  as  we  do  to  God?” 

Compulsory  Auricular  Confession  is  rejected  by  Pro- 
testants, not  only  as  being  contrary  to  Holy  Scripture  and 
Catholic  custom,  but  also  because  it  is  immoral  and  dan- 
gerous, both  for  the  priest  and  for  those  who  confess  to 
them.  Of  this  danger  the  Roman  bishops  are  well  aware. 
Listen  to  their  great  teacher  Liguori : “Oh,  how  many 

priests  who  before  were  innocent  have  lost  both  God  and 
their  soul.”  At  least  two  popes  have  had  to  issue  Bulls 
warning  priests  against  the  abuse  of  the  Confessional.  As 
Dr.  Pusey  wrote : “ You  may  pervert  this  Sacrament  into 

a subtle  means  of  feeding  evil  passions,  and  sin  in  your 
mind.”  Such  a danger  is  avoided  by  wise  people. 

5.  Extreme  Unction-  This  Roman  Sacrament 
“consists  in  the  anointing,  by  the  priest,  of  those  in  danger 
of  death  by  sickness,  with  holy  oil,  accompanied  with  a 
special  prayer” — “ Catholic  Belief”  p.  99.  Fr.  Bruno  goes 
on  to  say  “ that  it  has  been  instituted  by  Christ  is  gathered 
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from  this,  that  none  but  God  can  give  to  an  outward  rite 
the  power  of  remitting  sins  and  of  imparting  inward  grace, 
as  St.  James  asserts  that  it  is  imparted  through  this  rite.” 
Unfortunately  for  this  argument,  cardinal  Cajetan  shows 
clearly  that  St.  James,  v.  14-15  has  no  connection  what- 
ever with  Extreme  Unction. 

St.  Mark  vi : 13  is  also  quoted  as  proof  that  Christ 
appointed  this  rite ; but  Cardinal  Bellarmine  states  that 
this  verse  does  not  refer  to  Extreme  Unction,  and  gives 
four  very  sound  reasons  for  his  assertion.  When  these 
“ infallible  guides  ” cannot  agree  as  to  the  correct  inter- 
pretation of  these  alleged  proofs,  what  are  their  bewildered 
followers  to  believe  ? 

The  Council  of  Trent  decreed  that  if  any  one  say 

1.  that  extreme  unction  is  not  a sacrament, 

2.  that  it  does  not  remit  sins, 

3.  that  the  rite  which  the  Roman  Church  obser- 

ves may  be  changed, 

4.  that  the  elders  mentioned  in  James  v:  14-15 

were  not  duly  ordained  priests, 
let  him  be  accursed. 

In  the  Epistle  of  St.  James  v :•  14-15  it  is  written  that 
“ the  elders  are  to  pray  for  the  sick  person,  anointing  him 
with  oil  in  the  name  of  the  Lord,  and  the  prayer  of  faith 
shall  save  the  sick,  and  the  Lord  shall  raise  him  up."  This 
is  certainly  not  a preparation  for  death,  but  a restoration 
to  health,  and  as  such  the  clergy  of  the  Churches  of  Eng- 
land and  India  understand  it,  and  conduct  services  of 
healing.  We  would  further  point  out  that  St.  James  does 
not  call  the  oil  “ holy”  ; nor  does  he  call  it  a “ sacrament  ” ; 
nor  does  he  say  it  would  save  body  and  soul ; nor  does 
he  teach  us  to  salute  it  with  the  words : “all  hail,  holy 
oil,”  as  the  Romanists  do. 

6.  Holy  Orders. — The  Church  of  Rome  states  that 
the  Sacrament  of  Ordination  to  the  priesthood  was  insti- 
tuted by  Christ,  but  seems  to  be  uncertain  when  the 
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ordination  of  the  apostles  as  priests  took  place.  Some  ] 
writers  assert  that  they  were  ordained  by  Christ  when  He 
instituted  the  Last  Supper,  while  others  say  that  their 
ordination  took  place  on  the  Easter  evening  when  our  ' 
Lord  commissioned  them  to  preach,  and  bestowed  on  them 
authority  to  forgive  sins.  It  is  strange  that  on  such  a 
vitally  important  matter  the  apologists  for  the  Roman 
system  are  unable  to  agree. 

Even  upon  the  subject  of  episcopacy  their  theologians 
are  divided  in  opinion.  Many,  and  among  them  Cardinal 
Bonaventure,  affirm  that  the  order  of  Bishops  is  the  same 
as  that  of  Priests ; others,  such  as  Cardinal  Bellarmine, 
teach  that  it  is  a distinct  order.  At  the  Council  of  Trent 
there  were  fierce  discussions  about  the  authority  of  bishops  j 
— was  its  origin  from  divine  appointment  or  did  it  emanate 
from  the  pope  ? So  strong  was  the  feeling  roused  that  the 
dissension  threatened  to  rend  the  Church  in  twain,  and 
much  diplomacy  had  to  be  exercised  by  the  pope’s  legates, 
before  the  matter  could  be  discreetly  dropped  without  a 
decision  being  arrived  at. 

From  bishops  to  popes  is  but  a step,  and  here  politics 
enter  strongly  into  this  supposedly  Divine 
Politics  decide  appointment.  When  Leo  XIII  died  in  1903, 
the  elections  France  did  its  utmost  to  obtain  the  election 
of  popes.  of  Cardinal  Rampolla.  Germany  instruct- 
ed her  cardinals  to  oppose  this.  The  Emper- 
or of  Austria  also  vetoed  the  election  of  Rampolla.  Sixty- 
two  cardinals  took  part  in  the  voting,  and  forty-two  times  , 
they  were  called  to  record  their  votes,  and  still  no  decision  j 

was  arrived  at.  A compromise  was  then  arranged,  and 
Cardinal  Sarto  was  elected,  and  took  the  name  of  Pius  X.  I 
In  1914,  when  the  papal  chair  was  again  vacant,  the  card-  I 
inals  were  again  assembled  to  vote ; again  politics  ruled  the  I 
voting,  and  only  at  the  sixteenth  ballot  was  Benedict  XV  I 
elected.  Owing  to  many  intrigues  it  took  over  two  years  I 
to  elect  Gregory  X ; eight  months  to  elect  Nicholas  IV  ; I 
and  two  years  to  elect  Celestinus  V.  Since  1522  none  but  I 
Italians  have  been  elected  to  the  papal  chair. 
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From  the  above  it  will  be  seen  how  divided  the 
Church  of  Rome  is  in  this  matter  of  Holy  Orders.  She 
cannot  tell  exactly  when  the  Sacrament  was  ordained ; she 
is  uncertain  from  where  the  authority  of  her  bishops  is 
derived ; and  politics  have  the  chief  voice  in  the  election 
of  her  popes.  Well  aware  of  the  above  facts,  which  can- 
not be  denied,  we  clergy  of  the  Church  of  England  and  of 
all  her  great  daughter  Churches  throughout  the  world  are 
amused,  and  in  no  way  annoyed,  that  Pope  Leo  XIII,  in 
1896,  solemnly  decided  that,  in  his  opinion,  our  ordination 
to  the  priesthood  is  invalid,  and  that  consequently  we  are 
not  true  priests,  because  the  bishops  of  the  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church  who  ordained  us  did  not  “intend”  to 
confer  on  us  the 

( a ) authority  to  change  bread  and  wine  into  the  body 
and  blood,  the  soul  and  divinity  of  Jesus  Christ,  and 

(b)  authority  to  forgive  or  not  to  forgive  sins  as  it 
pleased  us. 

Rome  asserts  that  such  an  “ intention  ” is  impera- 
tive for  a valid  ordination  ( vide  “ True  Christian,”  pp.  5 
and  85).  We  have  no  desire  to  make  such  a claim  for  our 
bishops  or  for  our  priests,  but  we  do  definitely  assert 
and  claim  that  we  have  been  as  validly  ordained  to  the 
priesthood  of  the  Catholic  Church  as  any  priest  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  and  that  we  possess  all  that  authority 
which  Christ  imparted  to  His  apostles  when  He  ordained 
them  to  preach  the  Gospel  and  administer  the  Sacraments. 

7.  Marriage.  Matrimony  was  instituted  by  God 
in  the  Garden  of  Eden,  and  although  the  Church  of 
Rome  asserts  that  it  was  instituted  by  Jesus  Christ,  she  is 
unable  to  say  when  or  where.  She  asserts  that  marriage 
is  a sacrament,  and  as  such  is  indissoluble,  and  therefore 
she  will  not  allow  divorce.  However,  she  admits  so  many 
causes  by  which  a marriage  may  be  declared  null  and 
void  that  her  people  do  not  find  the  prohibition  of  divorce 
too  heavy  a burden  to  bear. 

She  is  very  emphatic,  however,  that  a marriage  be- 
tween a Romanist  and  a Protestant,  if  celebrated  by  a 
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priest  who  is  not  a Romanist,  is  invalid  and  a mortal  sin, 
for  which  the  guilty  person  must  be  excommunicated.  She 
affirms  that  such  persons  are  living  in  a state  of  concubin- 
age, and  that  should  the  Romanist  for  any  reason  desire 
to  leave  his  or  her  partner,  he  or  she  can  do  so  with  a clear 
conscience,  and  can  then  be  reconciled  to  the  Church. 
Bishop  D.  Cohalan  states  in  the  Catholic  Bulletm,  1917, 
that  “A  mixed  marriage  in  a registry  office  or  before  a 
Protestant  minister,  according  to  the  present  discipline 
of  the  Church,  is  an  invalid  marriage,  and  the  sub- 
sequent so-called  married  life  is  in  the  eyes  of  the  Church 
merely  concubinage.” 

Rome  teaches  that  the  sacrament  of  marriage  imparts 
special  grace,  but,  nevertheless,  contrary  to  the  custom  of 
the  Primitive  Church,  she  will  not  allow  her  clergy  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  blessing  of  this  “ sacrament,” 
Enforced  but  demands  that  they  should  remain  celi- 
celibacy  of  bate.  In  the  Early  Church  the  clergy  were 

priests.  married,  following  the  example  of  th  e 

Apostles.  At  the  Council  of  Nicaea,  325,  it 
was  proposed  by  some  that  the  clergy  should  abandon 
their  wives  and  live  a celibate  life,  but  the  proposal  was 
negatived.  This  proposal  was  again  rejected  at  the 
Council  of  Gangra,  340.  The  Greek  Church  allows  marri- 
age to  all  its  ordinands,  but  they  may  not  marry  after 
their  ordination.  In  the  Church  of  Rome  the  compulsory 
celibacy  of  the  clergy  was  first  enforced  by  the  first  Council 
of  Lateran,  1215. 

As  our  Lord  did  not  impose  celibacy  on  those  whom 
He  commissioned  to  preach  His  Gospel  and  to  administer 
the  Sacraments,  as  St.  Peter  was  himself  a married  man 
— (Mark  i : 30),  and  St.  Paul  expressly  said  that  “a  bishop 
must  be  the  husband  of  one  wife” — (1  Tim.  iii : 2-4),  as  also 
deacons— (1  Tim.  iii:  10-12),  the  Church  of  England  left  it 
to  the  choice  of  each  individual  priest  as  to  whether  he 
should  marry  or  remain  celibate — vide  Article  XXXII. 
It  is  this  unlawful  restraint  of  marriage  which  St.  Paul 
describes  as  “ the  doctrine  of  devils  ” — (I  Tim.  iv:  1-3). 
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The  evil  effects  of  this  enforced  celibacy  of  the  clergy 
in  the  Middle  Ages  is  common  knowledge.  The  very 
means  which  was  intended  to  increase  the  sanctity  of  the 
clergy  proved  a fruitful  source  of  their  degredation. 
The  Council  of  Basle  passed  a decree  that  “ Fornication 
should  be  accounted  a sin,”  whereupon  Antonius,  Arch- 
bishop of  Florence,  remarked:  “Hereby  is  reproved  the 
error  of  those  who  say  that  simple  fornication  is  no  sin.” 
The  statements  of  Panormitane,  who  prepared  many 
canons  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  reveal  the  deplorable  condi- 
tion of  the  clergy  of  that  Church  in  his  day.  He  writes  : 
“ It  is  commonly  said  that  for  simple  fornication  no  priest 
ought  to  be  deprived  of  his  benefice,  for  that  very  few 
priests  are  found  without  that  fault.  . . . The  laws  of  men 
ought  to  be  altered  according  to  the  change  of  times,  and 
therefore  nowadays  for  simple  fornication 
Its  evil  no  priest  ought  to  be  deposed.  A bishop  is 

results.  not  bound  to  depose  a priest  who  keeps  a 

concubine.”  Well  might  a bishop  of  the 
sixteenth  century  expostulate  at  this  deplorable  state  of  the 
clergy  as  he  did  in  the  following  words:  “If  a priest 
marry  a wife,  you  suspend  him,  excommunicate  him,  de- 
prive him,  but  not  so  if  he  keeps  a concubine.  You  say 
that  the  marriage  of  a priest  is  worse  than  fornication,  but 
that  a priest  who  keeps  a concubine,  unless  he  be  very  no- 
torious, may  not  be  dismissed  from  his  benefice.”  Pope> 
Pius  II  said  that  he  saw  many  causes  why  wives  should  be 
taken  away  from  priests,  but  that  he  saw  many  more  and 
more  weighty  causes  why  they  ought  to  be  restored  to 
them — (Platin.  in  Vita  Pii  Secundi).  The  statement  of 
Gregory,  Bishop  of  Nazianzus,  that  “ a good  and  diligent 
bishop  doth  serve  in  the  ministry  never  the  worse  for  that 
he  is  married,  but  rather  the  better,  and  with  more  able- 
ness to  do  good”  is  as  true  today  as  when  he  uttered  it  in 
the  fourth  century. 

The  Church  of  Rome  lays  great  stress  on  the  import- 
ance of  her  sacraments,  but  unfortunately,  owing  to  her 
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doctrine  of  “ Intention,”  no  one  can  ever  be  certain  that 
he  or  she  is  receiving  a valid  sacrament 
The  doctrine  from  the  hands  of  the  priest.  If  the  “ In- 
of  Intention,  tention  ” of  the  officiating  priest  or  bishop 
is  not  right  the  sacrament  he  is  adminis- 
tering is  invalid.  Cardinal  Bellarmine  writes  : “ No  one 

can  be  certain,  with  the  certainty  of  faith,  that  he  receives 
a true  sacrament,  because  the  sacrament  cannot  be  valid 
without  the  intention  of  the  minister,  and  no  man  can  see 
another’s  intention.”  “No  one  can  be  certain,”  confesses 
one  of  the  greatest  theologians  of  the  Church  of  Rome  ; no 
Roman  Catholic  can  be  certain  about  the  sacraments  he 
receives,  and  yet  his  eternal  life  depends  on  their  validity. 
Listen  to  the  note  of  confident  certainty  in  St.  Paul’s  voice, 
as  he  says  “ I am  not  ashamed  ; for  I know  Him  whom  I 
have  believed,  and  am  persuaded  that  He  is  able  to  guard 
that  which  I have  committed  unto  Him  against  that  day” 
- — (2  Tim.  i : 12),  for  his  trust  is  placed,  not  in  a Church, 
nor  even  in  its  Sacraments,  but  in  the  living  victorious 
•Christ. 


CHAPTER  XXVII 


THE  ONE  HOLY  CATHOLIC  AND  APOSTOLIC 
CHURCH 


“ I believe  in  one  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church." 

That  statement  is  taken  from  the  Creed  of  the 
Council  of  Nicaea.  The  Apostles’  Creed  adds  one  more 
“ note  ” or  attribute  of  the  Church,  viz  : — “ I believe  in  the 
Holy  Catholic  Church.”  That  is  the  confession  of  Faith 
of  all  Christians  today ; a profound  belief  that  Jesus 
Christ  established  the  Church,  which  should  be  One, 
Holy,  Catholic,  and  Apostolic.  Our  Lord  gave  no  other 
instructions  as  to  the  details  of  its  organization,  its 
constitution,  and  ritual.  As  in  all  His  teaching  He  was 
content  to  set  forth  broad  principles,  and  leave  the 
working  out  of  those  principles  in  detail  to  His  followers. 
For  example,  we  find  no  mention  whatever  of  the  three 
Orders  of  the  ministry,  deacons,  priests,  and  bishops ; nor 
of  the  rite  of  Confirmation  ; certainly  nothing  of  set  forms 
of  Service  or  of  Service  Books  ; these  were  all  to  grow 
up  as  the  need  for  them  was  felt.  He  did,  however, 
promise  to  send  His  Holy  Spirit  to  act  as  His  Vicegerent 
on  earth,  to  direct  and  guide  the  disciples  in  all  their 
undertakings,  and  to  empower  them  for  the  work  of 
establishing  His  Church  throughout  the  world. 


Under  the  guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit  the  apostles 
and  disciples  began  to  preach,  and  on  the  Day  of 
Pentecost  the  Church  was  founded  by  the  Holy  Ghost  in 
Jerusalem,  and  3,000  converts  were  admitted  by  baptism. 
The  Holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  was  thus  born 
in  Jerusalem  ; she  is  “ the  mother  and  mistress  ” of  all  the 
Th  pathnlir  Churches  which  have  sprung  up  through- 
Church  began  out  the  world,  for  from  Jerusalem  the 
at  Tf>nicalptn  messengers  of  the  Gospel  went  forth, 

' through  their  efforts  other  Churches  were 
founded,  all  owing  allegiance  to  the  mother  Church 
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in  Jerusalem,  all  contributing  their  alms  to  the  poor 
of  that  Church — (Acts  ii : 27-30 ; 2 Cor.  viii-ix),  all 

looking  to  her  for  guidance — (Acts  xv  : 1-6).  As  time 
went  on  the  Gospel  spread  to  other  countries,  and  at  the 
end  of  the  first  century  Churches  were  established  not  only 
in  Palestine,  but  also  in  Syria,  Asia  Minor,  and  Greece, 
in  Cyprus  and  Crete,  in  Italy  and  other  countries.  Some 
of  these  Churches  had  been  founded  by  the  Apostles,  such 
as  Ephesus,  Corinth  and  Philippi ; others  had  been 
founded  by  the  deacon  Philip,  such  as  the  Churches  of 
Samaria  and  Caesarea  ; others  were  founded  by  disciples 
who  had  first  heard  the  Gospel  in  Jerusalem,  and  return- 
ing to  their  homes  had  spread  the  glad  tidings  in  their 
own  native  towns,  and  in  this  way  the  Churches  of 
Colossae,  Antioch,  Sidon,  Puteoli,  and  Rome,  etc.,  were 
founded.  These  daughter  Churches  were  visited  by  the 
Apostles  from  Jerusalem,  who  appointed  elders  for  the 
administration  of  the  Sacraments  of  Baptism  and  the 
Lord’s  Supper — (Acts  xiv  : 21-23).  St.  Paul,  during  his 
imprisonment  in  Rome,  encouraged  and  strengthened  the 
Church  which  had  been  established  there  long  before  any 
Apostle  visited  that  city,  and  later  on  invited  St.  Peter 
to  join  him  and  help  in  building  up  the  Church  in  Rome. 
By  the  end  of  the  third  century  Christianity  was  well 
established  throughout  the  Roman  Empire,  and  churches, 
congregations,  and  clergy  were  found  everywhere. 

The  members  of  these  local  Churches,  receiving  the 
two  Sacraments  ordained  by  Christ,  and  following  the 
teaching  of  the  Word  of  God,  formed  the  one  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church  of  the  Nicene  Creed.  They  were 
distinct  communities,  of  different  races,  who  believed  the 
same  truths  and  doctrines,  accepted  the  same  discipline, 
consulted  with  one  another  by  means  of  Councils,  and 
submitted  to  the  decisions  resulting  from  such  consulta- 
tions— Acts  xv : 16-31;  Acts  xvi : 4.  There  were- many 
branches  of  the  Church,  but  the  members,  of  whatever 
nationality  or  country,  formed  the  One  Church,  Catholic 
and  Apostolic,  the  body  of  Christ. — Eph.  i : 22-23 ; 
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Eph.  iv : 7;  1 Cor.  xii : 13.  We  do  not  read  of  these  Churches 
as  being  subject  to  the  authority  of  any 
Many  single  apostle  or  bishop.  Those  Churches 

branches  of  formed  by  St.  Paul  generally  looked  to  him 
the  Church.  for  guidance,  but  St.  Paul  did  not  interfere 
with  the  affairs  of  those  Churches  estab- 
lished by  other  apostles  or  disciples. — Roms,  xv  : 20  ; 2 
2 Cor.  x : 13-16. 

All  the  bishops  of  these  various  Churches  were  held 
to  be  successors  of  the  apostles,  both  as  regards  their 
appointment  and  ordination,  and  as  regards  jurisdiction  ; 
they  had  the  same  powers  to  confirm  and  to  ordain,  and 
the  same  authority  to  govern  and  administer  the  affairs 
of  the  Church.  St.  Cyprian  says:  “The  Episcopate  is 
one  ; it  is  a whole  in  which  each  enjoys  full  possession  ” — 
(Cypr.  De  Unit.  Eccl.).  The  bishops  regarded  each  other 
as  brothers  and  colleagues ; for  example,  Cornelius, 
Bishop  of  Rome,  writes  to  Cyprian,  Bishop  of  Carthage,  as 
follows : “ Cornelius  to  Cyprian,  his  brother,  greeting,” 

and  Cyprian  replies  : “ Cyprian  to  Cornelius,  his  brother, 
greeting.”  Many  similar  letters  are  extant,  all  written  in 
the  same  tone  of  perfect  equality. 

Although  the  bishops,  by  their  ordination,  were 
equal  in  rank,  certain  of  them  received  certain  rights 
which  were  delegated  to  them  by  the  other  bishops. 
Some  Churches  were  looked  upon  as  more  important  than 
others  owing  to  their  being  Churches  of  important  towns, 
such  as  Rome,  Alexandria,  Antioch,  and  Constantinople. 
Those  Churches  which  had  been  founded  by  the  Apostles, 
or  had  been  connected  with  them  in  any  way,  were  also 
treated  with  great  respect.  When  disputes  arose  about 
doctrine  the  question  was  asked  : What  did  the  Apostles 
teach  ? and  enquiry  was  made  from  those  Churches  which 
had  been  founded  by  them.  To  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  as 
bishop  of  the  Church  of  the  Capital,  and  therefore  the 
most  important  Church  of  the  Empire,  was  given  a 
primacy  of  honour,  but  none  whatever  of  jurisdiction 
during  the  first  four  centuries.  He  had  honour  and 
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influence,  but  not  until  the  Emperor  Gratian  issued  an 
Edict  giving  him  authority  over  the  bishops  of  the  West 
did  he  exercise  any  jurisdiction. 

The  bishops  of  more  important  towns,  e.g.,  Jerusalem, 
Antioch,  Alexandria,  Rome  and  Constan- 
The  tinople  were  called  Patriarchs,  but  none 

Patriarchs  of  of  these  exercised  authority  over  the  others, 
the  Early  although  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  gave  to 
Church.  the  Patriarch  of  Constantinople  jurisdiction 

over  the  bishops  of  Asia,  Pontus,  and 
Thrace  ; and  the  Council  of  Nicaea,  325,  put  the  bishop 
of  Rome  on  an  equality  with  the  other  Patriarchs,  as  a 
result  of  which  he  presided,  as  metropolitan  or  patriarch, 
over  the  bishops  throughout  Central  and  Southern  Italy, 
and  the  islands  of  Sicily,  Sardinia,  and  Corsica. 

In  the  fourth  century  the  Roman  Empire  had  been 
divided  into  thirteen  provinces,  called  dioceses,  and  the 
Church  adopted  this  division,  and  in  this  way  Regional 
Churches  came  into  being.  They  were  independent  of 
one  another,  but  were  linked  together  by  the  same  Faith 
and  the  same  Sacraments,  and  were  guided  by  the  deci- 
sions of  Councils.  They  were  one  Body,  possessing  one 
Spirit,  believing  in  one  Lord,  one  Faith,  and  one  Baptism, 
one  God  and  Father  of  all — (Eph.  iv:  4-6).  There  was 
not  always  uniformity  in  these  several  Churches  forming 
the  one  great  whole.  For  instance,  as  late  as  A.  D.  325, 
each  local  Church  had  its  own  Creed,  and  there  were 
variations  in  the  sevice  of  Holy  Communion ; but  neverthe- 
less there  was  a true  unity  and  fellowship,  for  they  were  all 
united  by  faith  to  the  Head,  Jesus  Christ,  and  were  all 
pledged  to  observe  the  same  truths  and  to  receive  the  same 
Sacraments. 

In  this  Church  we  find  the  four  notes  or  marks  of  a 
true  Church  detailed  in  the  Creed. 

1.  There  was  Unity,  as  distinct  from  uniformity.  The 
Church  was  One,  and  whilst  it  was  One,  it  had  many 
branches.  All  were  taught  by  the  same  Spirit,  they  all 
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believed  the  same  creed,  and  agreed  in  the  essentials  of  the 
Christian  Faith.  The  Church  throughout  the  world  was 
substantially  One  in  doctrine  and  worship. 

2.  There  was  Holiness.  The  Church  was  Holy.  Its 

members  hated  sin  ; they  kept  themselves 
Four  Marks  separate  from  the  world,  and  were  being 
of  the  Catholic  transformed  by  the  Holy  Spirit  into  the  like- 
Church.  ness  of  their  Lord — 2 Cor.  iii : 18. 

3.  There  was  Catholicity.  The  members  of  the 
Church  were  found  everywhere,  and  their  union  was  not 
limited  by  nationality,  or  particular  forms  of  government, 
or  by  any  set  form  of  worship. 

4.  They  were  Apostolic,  for  they  followed  the  teaching 
and  practice  of  the  Apostles. 

This  society  of  Christians  scattered  throughout  the 
world,  of  many  nationalities,  speaking  many  languages, 
but  receiving  the  two  Sacraments  of  Christ  and  following 
His  teaching,  was  and  is  the  One  Holy  Catholic  and  Apos- 
tolic Church,  founded  by  Christ  and  His  Apostles,  against 
which  the  gates  of  Hell  shall  not  prevail,  which  shall  endure 
for  all  time,  a witness  to  the  world,  and  a home  for  all 
believers. 

Irenaeus,  a Father  of  the  third  century,  affirmed  that 
“ Where  the  Spirit  of  God  is,  there  is  the  Church  and  all 
grace.  ” The  Church  of  England,  in  her  Article  XIX, 
clearly  defines  who  and  what  the  Church  is.  “ The  visible 
Church  of  Christ  is  a congregation  of  faithful  men,  in 
which  the  pure  Word  of  God  is  preached,  and  the  Sacra- 
ments be  duly  administered  according  to  Christ’s  ordi- 
nance in  all  those  things  that  of  necessity  are  requisite  to 
the  same.  ” Wherever  we  find  these  three  essentials,  that 
is,  the  Spirit  of  God  manifest  in  the  lives  of  believers,  the 
preaching  of  the  Word,  and  the  proper  administration  of 
the  Sacraments  ordained  by  Christ,  there  we  find  a branch 
of  the  Holy  Catholic  Church.  We  find  these  three 
“marks”  or  “notes”  in  the  Church  of  India,  Burma  and 
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Ceylon ; in  the  Church  of  England  ; in  her  daughter 
Churches  of  Australia,  New  Zealand,  Canada,  and  South 
Africa ; in  the  national  Churches  of  China  and  Japan  ; 
and  in  many  others,  and  therefore  we  acknowledge  them 
to  be  branches  of  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  of 
God  ; unitedly  they  are  the  Catholic  Church. 

The  Roman  Catholic  definition  of  the  Church  is  some- 
what different.  The  Church  is  “ the  congregation  of  all 
the  baptized  faithful  who  profess  the  same  Faith,  partake 
of  the  seven  Sacraments  and  sacrifice,  and  obey  their  law- 
ful pastors  under  one  supreme  head,  the  Pope,  the  Vicar 
of  Christ.  ” 

When  we  enquire  more  closely  about  this  definition, 
we  are  told  that  “ the  faithful  ” are  those 
The  Church  only  who  have  been  baptized  by  Roman 
of  Rome.  Catholic  priests  into  the  Roman  Church ; all 
members  of  the  other  great  Churches  who  are 
not  in  communion  with  the  Roman  Church  are  described 
as  “ false  Christians  and  schismatics,  ” they  are  most  cer- 
tainly not  “ the  faithful,  ” and  if  they  obstinately  continue 
in  their  refusal  to  acknowledge  the  pope  as  supreme  head 
of  the  Church  there  is  no  hope  whatever  that  they  will  be 
saved,  or  admitted  into  the  Kingdom  of  God.  They  are 
described  as  heretics,  and  are  classed  with  idolaters,  Muh- 
ammadans, and  even  with  the  devils  in  hell.  In  the  same 
way,  those  Churches  which  are  not  in  communion  with  the 
Church  of  Rome  and  refuse  to  accept  the  supremacy  of 
the  pope,  although  they  have  gratefully  received  the  two 
Sacraments  and  loyally  follow  the  teaching  of  Christ,  are 
not  Churches  ; they  have  no  part  or  lot  in  the  Catholic 
Church,  but  are  heretical  bodies  of  false  Christians,  minis- 
tered to  by  men  who  are  not  true  priests,  who  have  no 
authority  from  Christ,  but  are  self-appointed,  seeking  their 
own  profit  and  gain,  and  wilfully  misleading  those  who 
follow  them.  At  least,  that  is  what  the  Church  of  Rome 
says  about  the  Church  of  England,  the  Church  of  India, 
and  the  other  Churches  not  in  communion  with  Rome.  One 
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writer  goes  so  far  as  to  say  ; “ These  heretical  Churches  are 
new,  founded  by  men  under  the  inspiration  of  Satan.  ” 
The  Roman  Church,  and  the  Roman  Church  alone  is  the 
true  Catholic  Church,  and  only  those  who  acknowlege  the 
supremacy  of  the  pope  and  obey  the  teaching  of  the  priests 
are  members  of  Christ’s  Church,  so  Rome  claims. 

Let  it  be  clearly  understood  that  according  to  the 
teaching  of  Rome  there  is  no  possible  hope  of  salvation  for 
those  who  deliberately  refuse  to  be  baptized  into  that 
Church,  and  who  reject  her  claim  to  be  “ the  Mother  and 
and  Mistress  of  all  Churches.”  He  cannot  be  saved  ; he  is 
damned  for  ever. 

We  ask,  how  can  she  possibly  be  the  “ Mother  and 
Mistress  of  all  Churches”  when  she  herself  is  only 
the  daughter  of  the  Mother  Church  of 
Rome  is  not  the  Jerusalem  ? The  bishops  of  the  Catholic 
Mother  of  all  Church,  assembled  at  the  Council  of 
the  Churches.  Constantinople,  382,  in  their  letter  to 
Pope  Damasus,  described  Jerusalem  as 
“the  Mother  of  all  Churches.”  The  Church  of  Rome 
was  not  so  arrogant  in  those  days,  and  did  not  presume 
to  claim  a title  to  which  she  well  knew  she  had  no  right. 
The  Christian  religion  most  certainly  did  not  start  in  Rome, 
neither  was  the  Church  of  Rome  the  first  to  be  formed. 
Christianity  started  in  Jerusalem,  and  the  Holy  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church  took  its  rise  there,  not  in  Rome. 
Rome  most  certainly  is  not  “ the  mother  ” of  the  Orthodox 
Church  of  Russia,  which  owes  its  origin  to  the  Greek 
Church,  and  has  no  connection  with  the  Church  of  Rome  ; 
and  the  same  may  be  said  of  other  Churches  which  grew 
up  independently  of  Rome.  In  view  of  her  arrogant 
attitude  towards  her  sister  Churches  we  would  remind 
her  that  the  Apostle  Paul  warns  the  Church  of  Rome 
lest  she  should  be  “cut  off”  like  the  Jewish  Church, 
and  “ perish,”  and  he  exhorts  her  not  to  be  “ highminded, 
but  to  fear  ” — (Rom  xi : 13-22),  an  exhortation  which  she 
does  not  appear  to  have  heeded. 
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The  Church  of  Rome  bases  her  claim  to  the  supre- 
macy of  the  whole  Catholic  Church  on  the  supposed  fact 
— for  which  there  is  not  a particle  of  contemporary  histori- 
cal proof — that  St.  Peter  was  its  bishop  for  twenty-five 
years.  We  will  not  repeat  here  what  has  been  written  on 
this  point  in  Chapters  IV  and  V,  suffice  it  to  say  that  there 
is  no  trace  in  the  New  Testament  that  St.  Peter  founded 
the  Church  of  Rome,  or  that  he  exercised  jurisdiction  over 
the  other  apostles,  or  over  Churches  founded  by  them. 
On  the  other  hand  there  is  ample  proof  that  jurisdiction 
may  be  asserted  in  the  case  of  St.  Paul  in  regard  to  the 
local  Churches  founded  by  him. 

While  we  acknowledge  a position  of  leadership  given 
to  St.  Peter  in  apostolic  days,  we  find  it  impossible  to 
acknowledge  the  popes  of  Rome  as  his  successors,  or  to 
accept  their  statement  that  only  those  in  communion  with 
the  Church  of  Rome  are  members  of  the  Catholic  Church. 
As  there  is  no  reliable  proof  forthcoming  that  St.  Peter  was 
ever  bishop  of  Rome,  the  claim  of  the  pope  that,  as  succes- 
sor of  Peter,  he  inherits  all  the  supposed  authority  given  to 
Peter  by  Christ,  naturally  falls  to  the  ground.  He  has  no 
more  right  to  claim  authority  over  the  whole  Church  than 
has  the  Bishop  of  Calcutta. 

The  Church  of  Rome  claims  to  be  the  “ the  sole 
authorized  guide  to  Heaven,”  but  we  ask  “Who  conferred 
this  authority  on  her,  and  denied  it  to  the  other  Churches 
which  make  up  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  of 
Christ?  What  proof  of  this  exclusive  authorization  can 
she  put  forward  ?”  It  is  no  use  quoting  St.  Matt,  xxviii : 
19 : “ Go  ye  therefore  and  teach  all  nations,”  for  at  the 

time  that  commission  was  given  to  the  apostles  and 
disciples  there  was  no  Roman  Church  in  existence.  Nor 
is  it  any  use  to  quote  St.  Matt,  xvi : 18:  “The  gates  of 
hell  shall  not  prevail  against  it,”  for  that  promise  was  given 
to  the  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church,  and  not  to  the 
Church  of  Rome.  Nor  is  it  any  good  to  quote  St.  Luke 
x : 16  : “ He  that  heareth  you,  heareth  Me,"  for  that  was 
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said  to  all  the  Apostles,  and  not  to  Peter  exclusively.  From 
whom  and  how  was  all  this  authority  and  jurisdiction  de- 
rived ? We  can  find  no  trace  of  it  in  the  New  Testament ; 
the  bishops  of  Rome  are  not  even  mentioned  in  that 
Book. 

The  serious  mistake  which  all  Roman  Catholic  writers 
and  preachers  make  is  that  they  believe  and  teach  that  all 
the  promises  Christ  made  to  His  Church, 
The  Mistake  and  all  the  references  to  the  Church  in  the 
all  Romanists  New  Testament  and  in  the  writings  of  the 
make.  Fathers  refer  to,  and  only  to,  the  Church  of 

Rome,  which  they  always  insist  on  calling 
the  Catholic  Church.  We  must  point  out  that  the  Catho- 
lic Church,  or  to  give  it  its  full  name,  the  Holy  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church,  is  something  infinitely  greater  than 
the  Church  of  Rome.  The  Roman  Church  is  only  one  of 
the  many  branches  which  unitedly  comprise  the  Catho- 
lic Church.  When  a Father  says  anything  in  praise  of  the 
Catholic  Church  they  at  once  think  of  the  Roman  Church, 
as  though  the  part  was  equal  to  the  whole.  For  example, 
Augustine  is  quoted  as  saying:  “Outside  the  Catholic 

Church  you  can  have  everything  except  salvation 

never  will  you  find  salvation  outside  the  Catholic  Church,” 
and  on  the  strength  of  that  the  claim  is  made  that  outside 
the  Church  of  Rome  there  is  no  salvation.  But  Augustine 
meant  nothing  of  the  sort.  He  was  not  thinking  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  nor  even  of  the  Church  of  Hippo  of 
which  he  was  bishop,  but  of  that  One  Holy  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church  of  which  the  Roman  Church  and  the 
Church  of  Hippo  were  only  two  of  many  branches. 

Many  of  the  Fathers  quoted  lived  in  the  East,  and 
their  references  to  the  Catholic  Church  would  most  cer- 
tainly refer,  not  to  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  to  the  Church 
Universal,  the  Eastern  as  well  as  the  Western  section, 
the  Greek  as  well  as  the  Latin  Church.  This  should  be 
carefully  borne  in  mind  when  Fathers  are  quoted  assaying 
there  is  no  salvation  outside  the  Catholic  Church.  They 
do  not  mean  merely  the  Church  with  its  headquarters  at 
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Rome,  presided  over  by  the  pope,  but  that  Church  of 
which  Christ  Jesus  is  the  Head,  and  all  who  love  Him  in 
sincerity  and  truth  are  the  body. 

Roman  Catholics  should  remember  that  it  was  not  un- 
til the  fifth  century  that  the  bishops  of  Rome  began  making 
their  outrageous  claims  to  the  supremacy  of  the  whole 
Church.  True,  some  had  tried  to  interfere  in  the  affairs 
of  other  bishops,  and  dioceses,  but  they  had  been  prompt- 
ly told  to  obey  the  Catholic  rule,  and  to  mind  their  own 
business.  Romanists  should  remember  the  definite  state- 
ment of  Aeneas  Sylvanus,  who  became  Pope  Pius  II,  A.  D. 
1458-1464,  that  “Prior  to  the  time  when  the  Council  of 
Nicaea  was  convened  every  one  lived  for  himself,  and  little 
deference  was  paid  to  the  Church  of  Rome” — (An.  Sylv., 
Epist.  288). 

It  was  owing  to  the  jealousy,  ambition,  and  arrogance 
of  the  bishops  of  Rome  that  the  first  great  split  arose  in  the 
Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church,  the  result  of  which  was 
that  eventually  the  whole  Eastern  section  separated  itself 
from  the  Western  section.  The  Eastern  section  became 
known  as  the  Greek  Church,  and  the  Western  section  as 
the  Roman  Church. 

A text  which  Roman  writers  frequently  quote  in  sup- 
port of  their  claim  is  St.  John  x : 16  : “ There  shall  be  one 
fold  and  one  Shepherd.”  They  assert  that 
One  Flock,  the  “fold”  is  the  Roman  Catholic  Church, 
not  one  Fold,  and  the  “shepherd”  is  the  pope.  If  they 
would  only  look  at  the  original  Greek  they 
would  find  that  “fold”  is  a wrong  translation  for  poimne, 
the  correct  meaning  of  which  is  “flock.”  (The  mistaken 
translation  in  the  A.  V.  is  corrected  in  the  Revised  Ver- 
sion). Our  Lord’s  meaning  is  quite  clear — all  who  be- 
lieve in  Him  and  accept  His  Word  and  Sacraments  are 
sheep  of  His  flock,  members  of  the  one  Holy  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church,  but  these  sheep  will  be  gathered  into 
many  “ folds” — the  great  Churches  of  many  nations  which 
are,  to  change  the  metaphor,  branches  of  the  one  tree 
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members  of  the  one  Body,  His  Church,  of  which  He  Him- 
self, and  not  the  pope  of  Rome  is  the  Great  Shepherd. 
One  flock,  i.e.,  the  Church  Universal ; one  Shepherd,  i.e., 
Jesus  Christ ; many  folds,  i.e.,  different  regional  Churches 
— See  1 Peter  ii : 25,  and  v : 4.  Erasmus  stated  this  clear- 
ly in  the  sixteenth  century  when  he  wrote  : “ This  is  the 
unity  of  the  Church  that  the  whole  flock  may  hear  the 
voice  of  that  one  Shepherd  and  follow  Him.  And  that  one 
Shepherd  is  Christ  the  Son  of  God,  and  not  the  pope.” 
Although  a member  of  the  Roman  Church,  Erasmus  was 
quite  clear  that  the  Catholic  Church  was  something  much 
bigger  than  the  Church  of  Rome. 

• One  Roman  writer,  the  Rev.  J.  C.  Houpert,  S.J., 
makes  the  following  astonishing  claim  that  “ because  the 
Church  of  Rome  has  survived  persecution  and  heresies, 
therefore  she  is  the  true  Church.”  The  Protestants  of  Eng- 
land survived  the  persecution  of  Mary  in  the  sixteenth 
century,  and  the  Church  of  England  today  is  stronger 
and  more  flourishing  than  she  has  ever  been.  Is  she  not, 
then,  the  true  Church  ? The  Nestorian  Church  has  suffered 
persecution  in  Persia  and  the  East,  but  still  survives.  Is 
she  not,  therefore,  the  true  Church?  The  Huguenot 
Church  of  France  suffered  the  massacres  ordered  by  the 
Roman  Church  in  the  sixteenth  century,  and  survives.  Is 
not,  then,  the  Huguenot  Church  the  true  Church?  The 
Bahais,  a Muhammadan  sect  in  Persia,  have  suffered  ter- 
rible persecution  from  the  orthodox  Muhammadans.  Are 
they  also  the  true  Church  of  Christ  ? The  sixty  millions 
of  Outcastes  in  India  have  suffered  at  the  hands  of  Hindus, 
but  still  survive.  Are  they,  too,  the  true  Church?  No, 
the  argument  of  survival  will  not  stand  ; it  is  no  proof 
whatever  that  the  Roman  Church  is  the  only  true  Catholic 
Church. 

Another  argument  put  forward  by  the  same  writer  is 
that  for  nineteen  centuries  the  Roman  Church  has  been 
preserved  from  all  error ; she,  and  she  alone,  has  pre- 
served the  Apostolic  Faith,  therefore  she  must  be  the  true 
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Church.  That  statement  we  simply  cannot  admit  for  one 
moment.  It  was  because  the  Roman 
Rome  has  Church  had  departed  from  Apostolic  doct- 

erred  in  rine  and  practice  that  we  have  withdrawn 

Doctrine.  from  her,  and  refuse  communion  with  her. 

Not  one  of  the  doctrines  and  practices  men- 
tioned below,  now  received  by  the  Roman  Church,  was 
held  or  practised  in  the  Catholic  Church  founded  by 
Christ  and  His  Apostles,  viz: — Transubstantiation,  the 
Sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  the  worship  of  the  consecrated 
elements  of  Bread  and  Wine,  Penance,  Purgatory,  Compul- 
sory Confession,  Extreme  Unction,  Mariolatry,  the  Invo- 
cation of  saints,  the  Immaculate  Conception  of  the 
Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  the  Assumption  of  Mary,  *the 
Infallibility  of  the  pope,  etc.,  etc.  All  these  doctrines  and 
practices,  contrary  to  the  teaching  of  Scripture  and  the 
custom  of  the  Primitive  Church,  have  been  approved  and 
received  by  the  Roman  Church.  They  are  all  later  accre- 
tions to,  and  corruptions  of  the  Catholic  Faith,  admitted 
as  part  of  the  Faith  of  the  Roman  Church  at  different 
periods  of  her  history,  but  rejected  by  us  as  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  teaching  of  the  Word  of  God.  With  such 
a list  of  corrupt  teaching  and  practices,  how  can  the 
reverend  Father  claim  that  the  Roman  Church  has  been 
preserved  from  all  error;  that  she,  and  she  alone,  has 
kept  the  Apostolic  Faith  pure  and  undefiled  ? 

A Church  which  imposes  new  articles  of  faith  to  be 
held  as  necessary  for  salvation,  which  were  unkown  to  the 
Church  of  past  times  as  the  Roman  Church  has  done — 
causes  schism,  and  is  herself  a schismatic.  As  time  passes, 
and  knowledge  increases  we  may  obtain  fresh  light  on  old 
truths,  but  all  truth  necessary  for  salvation  was  given 
from  the  beginning.  To  that  truth  Rome  has  added  many 
doctrines  which  do  not  tally  with  the  original  deposit 
handed  on  by  the  Apostles,  and  it  is  because  some  of  these 
dogmas  are  contrary  to  the  truth  that  we  reject  them. 

Because  Rome  once  received  the  Faith  delivered  to 
the  saints,  she  claims  that  she  cannot  err  about  that 
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Faith.  The  Jews  made  a similar  claim,  when  they  said1 
“ We  are  the  children  of  Abraham,”  but  history  records 
how  grievously  they  fell  away  from  the  faith  of  Abraham. 
The  Galatians  began  well,  but  later  on  Paul  has  to  ask 
them:  “ Who  did  bewitch  you ?”  Jerusalem,  the  faithful 
city,  became  a harlot — Is.  i : 21,  and  St.  Potflt  speaks  of 
false  prophets  and  grievous  wolves  entering  in  and  ravish- 
ing the  flock — (Acts  xx:  29 — and  warns  the  Church  of 
Rome  not  to  be  boastful  or  proud,  lest  she,  too,  should  be 
cut  off  and  separated  from  the  tree,  as  other  branches  had. 
been — Rom.  xi  : 24. 

It  used  to  be  the  boast  of  the  Church  of  Rome  that 
her  doctrine  was  unchangeable,  but  since  she  introduced 
the  dogma  of  the  Immaculate  Conception 
Rome  has  of  the  B.  V.  Mary  in  1864,  and  the  doctrine 
Changed  her  of  the  Infallibility  of  the  pope  in  1870 — 
Doctrine.  both  of  which  were  unknown  in  the  Catho- 
lic Church  of  the  early  ages — she  can  no- 
longer  make  that  boast.  The  Church  of  England  and  the 
Church  of  India  have  ever  taught  the  same  doctrine 
which  they  received  from  the  Apostles,  the  Early  Fathers, 
and  the  ^Ecumenical  Councils  of  the  Church,  the  doc- 
trine which  has  been  taught  “always,  everywhere,- and 
by  all.”  That  faith  and  doctrine  was  embodied  in 
the  three  Creeds,  and  these  sufficed  to  express  the  faith  of' 
the  Early  Christians  Gradually  the  Church  of  Rome 
swerved  from  the  Catholic  Faith,  and  added  innovations 
of  doctrine  and  practice  to  her  system,  and  eventually 
Pope  Pius  IV  published  a fourth  Creed,  containing  cer- 
tain dogmas  which  were  entirely  unknown  in  the  Primi- 
tive and  Catholic  Church.  The  three  Creeds  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  approved  by  the  General  Councils,  we 
loyally  accept,  but  this  fourth  Creed  of  the  Church  of 
Rome  we  reject.  The  Faith  was  “delivered  once  for  all  ” 
to  the  saints — Jude  3 — and  St.  Paul  states  that  not 
even  an  angel  from  heaven  may  alter  or  add  to  it, 
but  that  which  the  angels  feared  to  do,  Pope  Pius  IV 
attempted  when  he  published  his  new  creed. 
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Modern  Romanism  is  the  greatest  enemy  of  Catholic- 
ism, and  the  popes,  with  their  claim  to  supremacy  and  in- 
fallibility, have  split  the  Catholic  Church 
Romanism  is  of  Christ  asunder.  Rome  is  the  great 
the  Enemy  of  schismatic.  Papal  Bulls,  which  assume 
Catholicism,  and  affirm  that  there  is  no  salvation  outside 
the  Churh  of  Rome,  have  driven  faithful 
Catholics  from  its  communion,  for  they  have  realized  that 
the  religion  of  Christ  knows  nothing  of  such  religious 
exclusiveness.  The  Church  of  India  teaches  that  the 
chief  requisite  for  salvation  is  repentance  and  faith  in  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  and  union  with  Him.  This  she  finds 
stated  in  the  New  Testament — (John  iii  : 16,  36  ; John  xi : 
25  ; Acts  vi  : 31 ; 1 John  v : 12,  etc.),  but  the  Church  of 
Rome  teaches  that  salvation  depends  on  our  being  in 
communion  with  the  pope  ; and  obedience  to  the  pope 
has  been  substituted  for  faith  in  Christ.  Von  Ruville,  a 
German  convert,  makes  the  following  amazing  statement : 
“ For  Christians  the  Church  takes  absolutely  the  place  of 
Christ  ....  The  Church  is  the  enlarged  Christ,”  and  the 
pope  is  the  head  of  that-  Church. 

Roman  Catholics  accuse  us  of  having  forsaken  the 
Catholic  Church  and  the  Catholic  Faith,  but  this  we 
emphatically  deny  ; we  have  not  forsaken  the  Catholic 
Faith,  but  we  have  refused  to  accept  many  of  the  doctrines 
of  the  Roman  Church.  They  cannot  truly  say  that  we 
have  severed  ourselves  either  from  the  Word  of  God,  or 
from  the  Apostles,  or  from  the  practice  of  the  Primitive 
Church.  We  have  separated  ourselves,  not,  as  heretics  and 
schismatics  have  done,  from  the  Church  of  Christ,  but  irom 
those  who  have  taught  and  practised  superstition  and  the 
doctrines  of  men  in  place  of  the  Word  of  God.  We  have 
separated  ourselves,  not  from  the  Catholic  Church,  but 
from  the  errors  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  Whose  teaching 
agrees  roost  nearly  with  that  of  the  Apostles  and  the 
Primitive  Church  ? The  Church  of  Rome,  which  holds 
the  Creed  of  Pope  Pius  IV,  or  the  Churches  of  England 
and  India,  whose  doctrine  may  be  found  in  the  XXXIX 
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Article  of  Religion?  They  say  that  our  religion  is  not 
true,  because  we  do  not  profess  certain  articles  of  the 
Roman  Faith,  but  are  those  articles  in  accordance  with 
the  teaching  of  Holy  Scripture  ? 

We  are  asked  to  sacrifice  our  intellect,  and  subject 
all  our  reasoning  powers  to  a man,  not  because  of  his 
superior  wisdom  and  holiness  of  life,  but  simply  because 
he  has  been  elected  by  the  conclave  of  cardinals  to  a 
certain  ecclesiastical  position.  Bellarmine  tells  us  that 
“ If  the  pope  should  err  by  enjoining  vices  or  forbidding 
virtues,  the  Church  would  be  obliged  to  believe  vice  to 
be  good  and  virtue  bad,  unless  it  would  sin  against  con- 
science ” — (De  Pontif.  iv  : 5).  The  Apostles  taught  the 
Church  differently  : “We  ought  to  obey  God  rather  than 
man  ” was  their  cry.  If  the  pope  would  have  us  subject 
ourselves  to  him,  let  him  first  subject  himself  to  God  and 
His  laws  ; for  in  the  end  we  shall  be  judged,  not  by  the 
laws  of  the  pope,  but  by  the  laws  of  God.  At  that  day 
the  vital  question  will  not  be  whether  we  have  been  in 
communion  with  the  pope  of  Rome,  but  what  has  been 
our  attitude  towards  Jesus  Christ. 

Romanists  assert  that  we  who  are  not  of  their 
communion  have  no  priests,  no  altar,  no  sacraments  ; 
we  reply  that  we  have  Christ  for  our  High  Priest, 
His  Cross  is  our  altar,  and  the  only  two  sacraments 
ordained  by  Him  are  duly  administered  in  our 
Churches  by  validly  ordained  clergy.  That  which  is  as- 
serted without  proof  may  be  denied  without  proof,  so  we 
simply  deny  that  the  priests  of  Rome  are  sacrificing 
priests,  although  they  claim  to  be ; they  do  not  change 
bread  and  wine  into  the  body  and  bread  of  Christ, 
although  they  claim  so  to  do ; their  altar  is  no  more  an 
altar  than  is  that  of  the  Church  of  India  ; their  forgiveness 
of  sins  is  no  more  effective  in  heaven  than  is  the  declara- 
tion of  the  heavenly  Father’s  forgiveness  pronounced  by 
every  priest  of  the  Reformed  Churches.  The  priests  of 
Rome  make  most  outrageous  claims  for  themselves,  but 
offer  no  proof.  “ They  say  ; what  do  they  say  ? Let  them 
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say.”  We  remember  Augustine’s  words  : “According  to 
God’s  secret  predestination  there  be  many  sheep  without 
the  Church,  and  many  wolves  within  the  Church.  God 
knoweth  them  and  hath  them  marked.”  In  another 
place  he  writes  : “ The  Church  must  be  shown  out  of 

the  Holy  and  Canonical  Scriptures,  and  that  which  cannot 
be  showed  out  of  them  is  not  the  Church,”  and  with  this 
Chrysostom  agrees  : “No  man  can  know  which  is  the 
true  Church  of  Christ,  but  only  by  the  Scriptures.” 

The  pope  has  refused  to  recognize  the  validity  of 
the  Orders  of  the  priests  of  the  Churches  of  England  and 
India ; in  fact,  he  says  there  are  no  true  priests  except 
those  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  When  challenged  by  the 
Jews  as  to  His  person  and  mission,  our  Lord 
Rome  rejects  replied  : “ I have  greater  witness  than  that 
English  of  John  ; for  the  works  which  the  Father 

Orders.  hath  given  me  to  finish,  the  same  works  that 

I do,  bear  witness  of  me,  that  the  Father 
hath  sent  me  ” — St.  John  v:  36.  Very  humbly  we,  too, 
would  answer  the  pope  in  the  same  words.  The  works 
that  we,  priests  and  lay-people  of  the  Holy  Catholic 
Church  do,  bear  witness  of  us  that  the  Father  has  sent  us. 
If  you  will  not  believe  our  words,  believe  the  works  that 
we  do,  and  know  and  believe  that  the  Father  is  in  us  and 
we  in  Him.  Are  not  the  works  of  evangelical  Christians 
of  equal  value  to  those  of  Roman  Catholics?  Are  they 
not  inspired  by  the  Holy  Spirit  ? Has  not  God  acknow- 
ledged them  and  blessed  them  abundantly  ? We  remem- 
ber that  there  were  some  who  boldly  declared  that  St. 
Paul  was  not  an  Apostle.  There  were  also  men  who  charged 
Athanasius,  Basil,  and  Hilary  with  being  heretics,  so  that 
when  Romanists  deny  that  we  are  priests  in  the  Church 
•of  God,  and  say  we  are  not  even  members  of  the  Catholic 
and  Apostolic  Church  which  Christ  founded,  we  comfort 
ourselves  with  the  thought  that  we  are  at  least  in  good 
company. 

The  appeal  of  the  Romanist  has  always  been  to  the 
Church.  What  has  the  Church  said  ? What  does  the 
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Church  teach  ? — by  the  Church  they  mean,  of  course,  the 
pope  and  the  bishops.  We  ask  : “Why  not  appeal  to 
the  great  Head  of  the  Church,  Jesus  Christ?  Why  not  re- 
fer to  His  Book  ?”  Surely  a statement  prefaced  by  “ Thus 
saith  the  Lord  ” is  more  important  than  an  Encyclical 
Letter  or  a Papal  Bull  ? A decree  passed  by  forty  bishops 
at  the  Council  of  Trent  cannot  be  compared  with  the  de- 
crees passed  by  the  Apostle  Paul,  and  recorded  in  his 
Epistles. 

The  Roman  Church  is  afraid  of  knowledge;  she 
segregates  her  children  and  her  ordinands,  and  demands 
from  Government  separate  schools  and  colleges.  She  re- 
fuses to  allow  her  members  to  worship  with 
Rome  fears  other  Christians,  and  forbids  them  to  read 
Knowledge.  Protestant  books.  Any  book  which  criti- 
cizes the  faith  and  practice  of  Rome  is  at 
once  put  on  the  Index  of  prohibited  books.  Historical 
investigation  is  suppressed,  and  the  teaching  of  science  is 
discouraged  ; truth  is  resisted  and  denounced  if  it  does  not 
agree  with  the  dogmas  of  Rome.  Always  there  is  the  con- 
flict of  authority  with  historical  truth.  There  is  no  rever- 
ence for  fact,  but  a blind  submission  to  authority.  The 
facts  of  history  are  ignored,  or  they  are  manipulated,  be- 
cause it  has  so  often  proved  impossible  to  reconcile  Roman 
claims  with  historical  facts.  Human  reason  is  disparaged 
in  the  interest  of  authority.  Romanism  is  not  a religion 
of  progress,  but  of  stagnation,  and  therefore  we,  baptized 
members  of  the  One  Holy  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church, 
prefer  to  remain  where  we  are,  and  refuse  to  become 
members  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  utterly  reject  those 
of  her  claims  which  are  not  based  on,  or  which  cannot  be 
proved  by  the  Scriptures. 
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